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Problem 
Despite the high biblical ideals for marriage and the divine power that is 
available to enable marital commitments to endure, the Seventh-day Adventist church 
recognizes the possibility that some individuals will not survive in marriage. Over the 
past 35 years (1974-2009) there has been a decline in the percentage of couples still 
in their first marriage (from 81% in 1974 to 58% in 2009) among Adventists in North 
America, which is very similar to the decline in percentage of married couples (from 
82% in 1970 to 48% in 2010) in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). As a 
result, it cannot be denied Adventists in North America are experiencing a very 
similar marital decline. 
  
Purpose 
The task of this project was to implement the Prepare-Enrich Program, which 
is designed to build strong marriages and healthy relationships, in South Bend 
Hispanic Seventh-day Adventist Church (South Bend Hispanic SDA). 
Method 
This project used the Prepare-Enrich Three Couple Scales, which contain the 
Satisfaction, Communication, and Conflict Resolution scales, to evaluate the current 
marital situation of the participating couples. Participants were married members of 
the South Bend Hispanic SDA.  
The project was implemented in one weekend. The seminar covered the 
content of the Prepare-Enrich couple’s workbook. Each session in the group program 
was covered in gatherings lasting 50 minutes. The recommendations of the Prepare-
Enrich program on leading the meeting were precisely followed. 
Results 
The Prepare-Enrich inventory revealed very precisely the level of satisfaction, 
communication, and conflict resolution of the participating couples. This was very 
helpful to determine what topics need to be covered during the seminar. According to the 
test, most couples belong to the traditional marriage relationship type. These kinds of 
couples need to work on their communication skills and conflict resolution. Therefore, 
the seminar was focused mainly on helping participating couples in these two areas. The 
seminar proved to be helpful to them.
  
Conclusion 
The implementation of this project provided participants information to improve 
their communication skills and conflict management. By doing some couple activities 
during the seminar, participants were able to recognize some of their problems as well as 
to envision ways to resolve them both as a group and as an individuals. The impact of the 
seminar upon them was very positive. Couples were fully engaged in all activities, group 
discussions, and lectures. The fact that some shared their experience helped to create a 
positive atmosphere. Thus, this study shows that the implementation of the Prepare-
Enrich Group Program is very effective for church contexts where married people are 
enriched as a group rather than as a couple. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
Despite the high biblical ideals for marriage and the divine power that is 
available to enable marital commitment to endure, the Seventh-day Adventist church 
recognizes the possibility that some individuals will not survive in marriage. A recent 
survey (Sahlin, 2010), commissioned by the Family Ministries Department of the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church in North America, shows that over the past 35 years 
(1974-2009) there has been a decline in the percentage of couples still in their first 
marriage (from 81% in 1974 to 58% in 2009) among Adventists in North America (p. 
2), which is very similar to the decline in percentage of married couples (from 82% in 
1970 to 48% in 2010) in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). As a result, 
Adventists in North America are experiencing a very similar marital decline. 
Research (Cherlin, 2004; Nock, 2001; Wilcox & Nock, 2006) shows that a major 
contributing factor in today marriages is the lack of emotional connection within its 
members. 
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Statement of the Task  
The task of this project is to implement the Prepare-Enrich Program, which is 
designed to build strong marriages and healthy relationships, in South Bend Hispanic 
SDA.  
Justification for the Project 
There are at least five reasons why this project was implemented. 
1. The increased rate, in the last two decades, of broken families among 
Christians compels the church to intervene continually with family seminars for its 
members.  
2. The fact that church members are using the Scripture to justify the neglect of 
the family for the sake of God’s work indicates that the church needs to provide a sound 
balance between the tension of prioritizing ministry and family. They need to learn how 
to make choices between family and ministry. Otherwise, the church will be accused of 
being somehow responsible for the broken family relationships occurring among its 
members. 
3. Since the church is a family institution, it happens that “as goes the family—
goes the church.” Therefore, providing strategies to strengthen family relationships 
within the congregation is to strengthen the church life. Thus, “when church ministers to 
family it is actually ministering to itself” (Sell, 1995, p. 18). 
4. Members do not always know how to find intimacy with their own spouse in 
an individualist postmodern society.  
5. Many families seem to have “no strings attached relationship.” 
 3 
 
Description of the Project Process 
The trajectory of sub-topics is designed to fulfill the purpose of this research.  
Chapter 1 introduces the topic by posing the statement of problem, statement of 
the task justification, description, methodology, and expectations of the study. 
Chapter 2 develops a theological reflection on marriage. Focus will be on the 
biblical concept of the conjugal relationship. Cardinal passages of Scriptures upon which 
any treatment of the biblical teaching on marriage will be set forth and critically 
examined. Special attention will be given to those texts that address the tension between 
family and ministry.  
Chapter 3 reviews materials concerning conjugal marriage relationships from both 
Christian and non-Christian perspectives. In doing so, it will be possible to determine 
how they see the issues and what suggestions they have provided for enriching family 
ties. Their suggestions will be analyzed from a Christian perspective. 
Chapter 4 provides a description of the implementation of the project, which was 
based on the Prepare-Enrich program. This section describes the general aspects that 
should be considered upon presenting the program: purpose, objectives, and content. 
Besides, it considers the aspects of its implementation, namely, the methodology, 
participants’ recruitment, place of meeting, and frequency of sessions. 
Chapter 5 evaluates the implementation of the Prepare-Enrich Program in the 
congregation of South Bend Hispanic SDA. Since the seminar is for a group, the Prepare-
Enrich individualized couple assessment was not required. However, in order to evaluate 
the impact of the program, participants completed the Couple Satisfaction scale of the 
Prepare-Enrich program (inventory for research) at the beginning of the seminar. 
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At the end of the seminar, participants completed a program evaluation form, 
which considers the presenter, the materials, the couple/group discussion, the outcomes 
and evaluation, and the overall evaluation of the program.  
Chapter 6 summarizes the findings from this project and proposes some 
recommendations for future similar projects. 
Expectation From This Project 
It is presumably expected that: 
1. This project will enhance and improve the biblical perspective of marriage 
relations within the South Bend Hispanic SDA members. 
2. This project will provide a fresh biblical analysis of the Scriptures on marital 
relationships. 
3. This project will help members of South Bend Hispanic SDA to strengthen or 
restore their family ties.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 
THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION 
Genesis 1–3 does not only describe the origin of the world but also it sets the 
stages for a biblical concept of husband-wife relationship (Davidson, 2007, pp. 15-16; 
Hasel, 1975, p. 21). It is in those chapters where God’s intent and design for humanity is 
expressed because they report God’s original purpose for the first couple (Gen 1–2) as 
well as the effects of sin on the husband-wife relationship (Gen 3). Therefore, a close 
reading of key passages within this section is needed to have a clear concept of God’s 
purpose regarding couple relationships before and after the fall of humanity. 
The Original Purpose  
The creation of Adam and Eve is presented in Gen 1 as the most significant act in 
the creation of the world. This is shown in that several features set apart the creation of 
humanity from all the things created. 
First, the verb “to create” (bārā’), which is used in three places in the creation 
account, divides the things created into three sections (Sailhamer, 1992, p. 93). The first 
time it is used is to speak of the creation of the physical world and nature (Gen 1:1); the 
second time it is used is to describe the creation of living creatures (Gen 1:21); and the 
third time it is used is to introduce the creation of humanity (Gen 1:27). This reveals in 
the narrative an escalation in the order of things created: from the inanimate world, to 
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living creatures, to humanity. Such escalation suggests that men and women were to be 
God’s special creation.  
This is also highlighted by the fact that the verb “to create,” which is used one 
time to introduce the section of the inanimate world (Gen 1:1–19) and another time to 
introduce the living creatures (Gen 1:20–25), is used three times in the creation of 
humanity (Gen 1:27). Such repetition indicates that special emphasis is being placed on 
the creation of humanity. 
Second, unlike the living creatures that God caused to create through the water 
(Gen 1:20) and the earth (Gen 1:24), humanity was created by God’s direct involvement, 
a concept that will be developed in the second account of the creation (Gen 2:7). 
Third, God granted to humanity the privilege of ruling over all the living creatures 
(Gen 1:26, 28). This suggests that the world (nature and living creatures) was created 
with the aim of being given to humanity. In other words, God created everything, so that 
humanity may enjoy it, while having the responsibility of stewardship over creation. 
Fourth, the creation of humanity is commanded differently. From the first day, 
God’s commands to create were always impersonal (verbs in third person singular: 
jussive): “let there be” (yĕhî) light (Gen 1:3), expanse (Gen 1:6), luminaries (Gen 1:14); 
“let the earth sprout” (Gen 1:11); “let the waters teem” (Gen 1:20); “let the earth bring 
forth” (Gen 1:24). However, the pattern changes when humanity is being created. God’s 
command becomes personal (verb in first person singular: cohortative): “let us make” 
(Gen 1:26). Unlike others things created, God got personally involved in the creation of 
humanity. Therefore, “the creation of human life is an exception to the rule of creation by 
divine fiat” (Sarna, 1989, p. 11). 
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Fifth, only humanity is created according to “God’s image” (Gen 1:27). Trees and 
living creatures were created according to their own “kind” (Gen 1:11, 12, 21, 24, 25). 
This means God shares some qualities of Himself only with humanity. This sharing, 
however, is not related with the divine nature because it is made clear that humankind 
was created from the “dust of the earth” (Gen 2:7), and not from any heavenly matter.  
Sixth, humanity was created as “male and female” (Gen 1:27). Although animals 
were created “male and female” (see Gen 6:19; 7:3, 9, 16), in the creation account such 
differentiation is given only to humanity. The singleness of humanity (‘ādām) is 
presented as the union of two (male and female). “And God created humankind in his 
image; in the image of God, He created it [singular]; male and female, He created them 
[plural]” (Gen 1:27, own translation). This implies that humankind was considered to be 
the union of male and female. Since such union is expressed in the marriage relationship 
(Gen 2:24), the lack of stress to gender when describing the creation of animals indicates 
that humankind were created not only to procreate (Gen 1:28), as animals do (Gen 1:22), 
but also to have closeness (two in one).  
Furthermore, it should be noted that the singular human being created as a 
plurality (male and female) resembles God’s existence. In the narrative, God is always 
presented as a singular being (verbs are in singular). But in the creation of humankind, 
God is presented as a plural being (“let us”). Accordingly, humankind and God are 
described as both singular and plural beings. This connection suggests that male and 
female relationship should be seen as a reflection of God’s own relationship with Himself 
(Sailhamer, 1992, pp. 95–96). 
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Thus, the emphasis on male and female in the biblical account suggests that the 
Scripture is not only interested in describing the creation of humankind, but also the 
institution of marriage. This is highlighted by the fact that the ancient creation accounts 
(e.g. Enuma Elish and Eridu Genesis) of the ancient Near Eastern omit the creation of the 
woman, and, therefore, the institution of the marriage (Walton, 1989, pp. 28-29). In this 
way, the Scripture is unique in giving importance to the marital relationship between man 
and woman. Therefore, it could not be overlooked that behind the biblical creation 
account underlies a theology of marriage, which is developed in Genesis 2. 
This theology of marriage is presented not only as a man’s need, but also as God’s 
design. Even with a hasty reading of the creation account in Genesis 1 and 2, it could be 
perceived that the adjective “good” (ṭôb) permeates the narrative. In the creation account, 
“good” is used nine times to describe God’s creation (Gen 1:4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31; 2:9, 
12). It is used to highlight that everything that was created was “good.” That is why it is 
striking that in Genesis 2:18 something is found “not good” (lō’ ṭôb) (Wenham, 1987, p. 
68). In this way, Genesis 2:18 signals a temporary incompleteness to God’s creation of 
humankind: The creation of man only is not “good.” Something needs to be added to 
him, namely, an ‘ēzer kĕnegdô.  
The precise meaning of ‘ēzer kĕnegdô has been long debated. The word ‘ēzer is 
more commonly translated “helper,” a word defined by dictionaries (e.g. Oxford and 
Merriam-Webster) as someone inferior, an assistant. Consequently, readers may be 
misled by having the impression that the woman was created to be subordinated to man 
(Schultz, 1980, p. 661). However, the usage of “helper” in Hebrew does not connote a 
subordinate role (Davidson, 2007, p. 29). In fact, it refers to someone who is able to save 
 9 
and deliver one, whose strength is insufficient (Bergmann, 1997, p. 873). That is why it is 
used more predominantly for Israel’s God (Exod 18:4; Deut 33:7, 26, 29; Ps 33:20; 
115:9–11; Isa 30:5; Ezek 12:14; Dan 11:34; Hos 13:9) (Harman, 1998, p. 3:378). While it 
is true that helpers may have an inferior social status (2 Sam 21:17), emphasis is put on 
their equal or superior ability to help (Josh 1:14; 10:4; 2 Sam 21:17; 1 Kgs 20:16; Ezra 
10:15; Ps 60:13; 108:13; Isa 41:6).  
This survey suggests that if the woman is the man’s helper, she has neither a 
lower status nor inferior nature because the term “helper” does not aim to the nature or 
intrinsic ability of an individual. On the contrary, a “helper” is someone needed. Thus, to 
define the need of the man in the beginning is the best way to understand the function and 
nature of the woman. 
According to Genesis 2:18 the man’s need was not related with the lack of 
assistance to do any work. The man’s problem was loneliness, which cannot be overcome 
by the company of the animals (Gen 2:20), which implies a rejection of bestiality 
(Sprinkle, 2003, p. 749). Thus, the most plausible way to understand the term “helper” is 
in opposition to “alone” (lĕbadô). The woman was created because the man was alone, 
not because he needed any help with his work. Thus, whatever is the meaning of ‘ēzer 
kĕnegdô, it should be understood as the solution or the cure of Adam’s loneliness 
(Davidson, 2007, p. 27; Ortlund, 2000; Sprinkle, 2003, p. 742; Wenham, 2003, p. 17), 
and the completion of an incomplete act of creation, namely, the creation of the human 
couple. “Helper,” then, describes the woman’s function rather than her status (Bremer, 
1979, p. 2:682). Therefore, it is better to translate the Hebrew ‘ezer in Genesis 2:18 as 
“companion” or “partner.” Now since a companion solved Adam’s loneliness, biblically 
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speaking, “companionship… is the essence marriage” (Adams, 1980, p. 8, author’s 
emphasis). 
The text, then, emphasizes man’s need for a companion. This points to Adam’s 
inadequacy, not to Eve’s insufficiency. Woman was made by God to meet man’s 
deficiency. Thus, the woman is an indispensable companion for the man. Such 
companion is defined as “fit/suitable for him” (kĕnegdô), which affirms the woman’s 
unique compatibility with the man. “She alone answers his need, for she alone is his true 
counterpart in the creation” (Ortlund, 2000). Thus, neither children nor goods (paradise) 
will fill in the man’s need for closeness.  
The word kĕnegdô is a compound word: kĕ (like) + negdô (his opposite). It 
describes a person who in comparison to another is similar and different at the same time 
(Hamilton, 1990, p. 175). Therefore, full compatibility was not expected between the 
male and female. On the contrary, it is precisely the lack of it that makes them perfectly 
fitted and compatible for each other. This means that in the marriage relationship some 
kind of incompatibility should be not only welcome but desired. 
It cannot be denied that humankind was created to have not only relationship with 
God, but also among themselves. No other beings are described as having the potential of 
giving or receiving intimacy. Therefore, the lack of intimacy among a couple not only 
goes against their own human nature, but also it disqualifies them from being human. 
Intimacy cannot be separated from humankind, without dismantling them from their 
humanity. 
To create the woman, in a sense, God took advantage of the man (Gen 2:21–22). 
The woman was fashioned from a part of the man. This does not hint that the woman is 
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inferior in nature than the man (see 1 Cor 11:11–12) just as the man is not inferior to the 
dust of the ground from which he was created. The point is to highlight the ontological 
(and biological) unicity of them. They both form humankind (Gen 1:27; 5:1–2). This is 
also recognized by Adam. When he saw the woman, his immediate appraisal was that she 
is one with him (Gen 2:23). In fact, by calling her woman, he underlies the oneness 
between them. In Hebrew, there is a wordplay between their names, which is well 
preserved in English translations: “She shall be called Woman (‘ishâ), because she was 
taken out of Man (‘ish)” (Gen 2:23 NKJV).  
Adam considered Eve to be “bone of his bones and flesh of my flesh” (Gen 2:23, 
own translation). This expression suggests oneness. The word has restricted usage to refer 
to relatives (Gen 29:14; 2 Sam 19:12), which implies that the marital bond has the same 
strength of that of family bond (Wenham, 1987, p. 71). To put it differently, family ties 
are not superior to the marital union.  
Taking the concept of oneness between the man and the woman, the author draws 
out principles to be applied to every marriage (Gen 2:24) (Davidson, 2007, p. 43; 
Wenham, 1987, p. 70). This is reflected in the word “therefore” (‘alkēn), which is a 
narrative marker to indicate the cause of an existing natural custom (Rad, 1972, p. 85; 
Sarna, 1989, p. 23). This idea is also expressed in the use of the generic word “man” 
instead of the proper name “Adam,” as in the previous (Gen 2:23a) and following (Gen 
1:25) verses. Having noticed that, it is evident that it is not Adam the one speaking; 
rather, it is the author of the book of Genesis (Cassuto, 1961, p. 136; Skinner, 1910, p. 
70; Wenham, 1987, p. 70; Westermann, 1994, p. 233). This implies that the author 
intended readers to see marital relationships as it was instituted by God. 
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According to Genesis 2:24, the man is “to leave” (‘āzab) parents and “to cleave” 
(dābaq) to his wife. Since in the patriarchal times, families were patrilocal, that is, 
women leave their relatives to live with or near their husband’s parents (Rad, 1972, p. 
85), in this context these two verbs should be understood as conveying another sense.  
A survey of their usage reveals that they are used frequently to describe Israel’s 
covenant relationship with God. “To leave” describes Israel’s rejection of the covenant 
(Jer 1:16; 2:13) and “to cleave” describes Israel’s commitment to God’s covenant (Deut 
4:4; 10:20; 11:22). “Thus, to leave father and mother and cling to one’s wife means to 
sever one loyalty and commence another” (Hamilton, 1990, p. 180), which implies that 
the love of one’s spouse transcends love of the parents (Cassuto, 1961, p. 137). The 
marriage as a covenant relationship is attested in the Old Testament (Prov 2:17; Mal 
2:14). 
In the personal interrelationship context, the verb “to cleave” (dābaq) is used to 
refer to deep emotional attachment. For example, Shechem clung to Dinah, Jacob’s 
daughter, that he loved her and spoke tenderly to her heart (Gen 34:3). Likewise Ruth 
cleaved to Naomi (Ruth 1:14) that she left behind everything just to be with her mother-
in-law (Ruth 1:16–17). Thus, the implication of the text is that the new couple should be 
detached emotionally, not necessarily physically, from their relatives (Mathews, 1996, p. 
223; Wenham, 2003, p. 18). 
Finally the last clause highlights the union of the male and female: “[…] and they 
will be one flesh” (Gen 2:24c). The concept of two becoming one is made more clear in 
the Septuagint (LXX), which renders “and the two [man and woman] will be one flesh.” 
When it is taken into account that the man was somehow divided to create the woman 
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(Gen 2:22), the portrayal of the man and woman as becoming one is not odd. This means 
that Genesis 2:24 brings back into one flesh what was divided in the creation of woman 
in Genesis 2:22 (Hess, 2003, p. 20), which suggests that by nature “they belong to each 
other” (Rad, 1972, p. 85). Thus, the phrase “one flesh” put emphasis upon marital 
intimacy and unity. But the fact they were corresponding to one another signals that 
“marriage is to be an amalgamation of two, not an annihilation of one” (Sell, 1995, p. 
121). 
In this context, it should be highlighted that God did not create the parent-child 
relationship; rather, he created a marital relationship between a man and a woman. Thus, 
the primary human relationship is that of husband and wife (Adams, 1980, p. 19). Taking 
into account such observation, it makes comprehensible why the humans should abandon 
their parental relationship for the marital relationship. This means, then, that the parent-
child relationship is, in a certain respect, temporary; while the husband-wife relationship 
is intended to be permanent (Adams, 1980, p. 19). 
On other hand, the marital union does not arise due to similitude of character, but 
due to a commitment to be together. They decide to become one by clinging to each other 
rather than marrying to become one. This means that “commitment is the basic glue that 
holds a marriage together” (Sell, 1995, p. 80).  In other words, marriage does not 
guarantee closeness between the couple. In fact, it is possible to have marital relationship 
without cleaving to one another (see Dan 2:43). What Genesis 2:24 points out is that the 
ideal closeness should be experienced in the marriage relationship.  
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The Consequences of the Fall of Humankind 
Immediately following their sin, Adam and Eve for the first time were no longer 
comfortable with each other (Gen 3:7) (Arnold, 1998, p. 38). This was made explicit 
when God summoned Adam about his sinning because he did not defend Eve, but made 
her responsible for his disobedience (Gen 3:12). This indicates that Adam “saw God’s 
good gift as the source of his trouble” (Sailhamer, 1992, p. 106). Now, what was good 
became not so good. Thus, it may be said that the beginning of the corruption of the 
marital relationship is sin. In fact, God pronounced a judgment announcing that the 
husband-wife relationship would be affected because of the fall of humankind. 
God imposed that the woman’s “desire” will be toward her husband (Gen 3:16). 
The word “desire” (tĕshûkâ) is used twice elsewhere: It refers to the husband’s desire to 
his wife (Cant 7:11, English 10) and to the sin’s desire to a person (Gen 4:7). Since Song 
of Solomon 7:11 refers to the marital relationship between Solomon and the Shulamite, 
conceptually Song of Solomon 7:11 is a good link to Genesis 3:16. The latter speaks 
about the woman’s desire to her husband; and the former speaks about the man’s desire 
to his wife. This indicates that “desire” is not restricted to the wife. In other words, both 
husband and wife may have “desire” to one another. Consequently, it cannot be 
advocated a hierarchy in the marital relationship based on the word “desire.” Besides 
since the man was no condemned to have “desire,” and still he has it toward his wife 
(Cant 7:11), it hints that the term does not carry a negative overtone (Davidson, 2007, p. 
569).  
On other hand, a comparison between Genesis 3:16 and 4:7 reveals that both texts 
share a similar vocabulary and syntax (Foh, 1975; Walton, 2001, p. 228). As to 
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vocabulary, both texts have the noun “desire” (tĕshûqâ) and the verb “to rule” (māshal) 
as well as particles (“toward” [‘el], “over” [bĕ]). Both start the first clause by using the 
same conjunction “and” and the same preposition “toward” (‘el). Regarding the syntax, 
both texts start the first clause with a prepositional phrase which is the direct object (“and 
toward your husband/you) follows by the noun “desire” with a possessive pronoun 
(“your/its desire”). Moreover, both of them are verbless clause, namely, the verb is 
implied but not present. The second clause in both starts with a vav conjunctive and the 
subject is now the direct object of the previous clause. Then both of them end with the 
same verb “to rule” (māshal) followed by the preposition “over” (bĕ) plus a personal 
pronoun. In fact, the relationship is so close that the texts differ only in person and gender 
(Foh, 1975, pp. 379-380). Thus, taking into account this connection, Genesis 4:7 is 
linguistically and contextually linked to Genesis 3:16. This can be better perceived by 
placing Genesis 3:16 in juxtaposition to Genesis 4:7. 
Table 1 
Parallel Between Genesis 3:16b and 4:7b 
Genesis 3:16b Genesis 4:7b 
vĕ’el-’îshēk tĕshûkātēk (Gen 3:16) 
and toward your husband [will be] your desire 
vĕ’ēlêkā tĕshûkātô 
and toward you [is] his desire 
vĕhû’ yimshā-bāk 
but he will rule over you 
vĕ’attâ timshāl-bô 
but you shall rule over him 
 
 
 
Commonly it is argued that since in Genesis 4:7 “desire” seems to convey the idea 
of having control over someone, the woman’s desire in Genesis 3:16 should be 
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interpreted in the same manner (Collins, 2006, p. 160; Hamilton, 1990, pp. 201-202). Just 
as sin wants to rule over Cain, the woman will want to rule over her husband. Such an 
idea indicates that Genesis 3:16 presents the origin of the gender war in the marital 
relationship (see Mathews, 1996, p. 251).  
This argumentation proposes that God only described what will happen in the 
husband and wife relationship as a result of the fall. However, by suggesting so, 
proponents of this view ignore that Genesis 3:16 is the sentence upon the woman for 
committing sin. In other words, God is prescribing what will happen upon the woman due 
to her transgression, namely, (a) to suffer pain in childbirth, (b) to have desire unto her 
husband, and (c) to be ruled by her husband. Moreover, they overlook that the gender war 
started immediately after Adam and Eve sinned (see Gen 3:12) but before God’s 
judgment was pronounced upon them (Gen 3:16–19). Thus, God cannot be the 
responsible of the gender war between husband and wife; it is just one of the effects of 
their sin. To put it differently, gender war came as consequence, not as God’s punishment 
of their sin. 
Besides, there is no need to understand “desire” as synonym of “to rule” in 
whether Genesis 3:16 or 4:7. The use of the vav disjunctive to introduce the second 
clause indicates that two things/persons are presented as acting differently: One desires; 
the other rules. Likewise, in Genesis 4:2, the vav disjunctive is used to distinguish Cain’s 
occupation from that of Abel: the former is a servant of the ground; the latter is a 
shepherd. In this way, “desire” should be interpreted as having not the same meaning of 
“to rule.” 
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Being objective to the three occurrences of “desire” in the Old Testament, the best 
way to understand the term is as referring to “one’s basic or inherent instincts” (Walton, 
2001, p. 228). In Genesis 3:16, the woman’s “desire” toward her husband seems to be a 
persistent longing despite her suffering during labor. Thus, “desire” can be seen as a 
compensation for the sorrow of childbirth (Walton, 2001, pp. 228–29). 
Finally, God also punished the woman to be submitted to her husband (Gen 
3:16c). Here it is where is found the origin of hierarchy in the marriage relationship. It 
was ordered to keep the couple’s stability within the marriage relationship after the fall 
(White, 1890, p. 58). Thus, it should be seen as a remedial provision to the fallen couple 
rather than as God’s ideal. Commenting on Genesis 3:16, White (1875) states:  
When God created Eve, He designed that she should possess neither inferiority nor 
superiority to the man, but that in all things she should be his equal. The holy pair 
were to have no interest independent of each other; and yet each had an individuality 
in thinking and acting. But after Eve’s sin, as she was first in the transgression, the 
Lord told her that Adam should rule over her. She was to be in subjection to her 
husband, and this was a part of the curse. (p. 484) 
This analysis shows that the fall of humankind did not only affect humanity 
externally (pain through working [man] and childbearing [woman]); it also affected 
internally by corrupting the relationship between Adam and Eve (Gen 3:16). This means 
that Genesis 3:16 is in direct contrast to Genesis 2:24, where the man and the woman 
were to experience good intimacy. But this contrast indicates two details: (a) the current 
marital condition was not intended by God but provoked by human disobedience; 
therefore, (b) humanity will hope for a restoration.  
Restoration of Marriage Relationship 
Although in the Old Testament there is advice about how a man may have a 
strong relationship with his wife (e.g. Prov 5:15–20; 6:24–29), it is in the New Testament 
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where a theology of marriage is more explicitly presented. While it is true that the Song 
of Songs is completely devoted to portray an idyllic romantic relationship (see Davidson, 
2007, pp. 545-606), it should be remarked that the book lacks any explicit theological 
prescription on marriage relationship (see Garrett, 2004, p. 102). 
Both Jesus and Paul spoke about how the husband-wife relationship should be. 
The importance of knowing their views is that they present a theology of marriage within 
the realm of the new covenant.  
Jesus’ View 
The most significant text concerning the restoration of marriage is found in the 
gospels. The Pharisees wanted to justify their practices based on Moses’ ordinances (Matt 
19:7; Mark 10:3). But to their surprise, Jesus rejected their foundation by saying Moses’ 
laws were to be seen as remedial due to the evil of the people (Davies & Allison, 2004, p. 
3:14; France, 2007, p. 719; Luz, 2001, p. 490). “He [Jesus] said to them, ‘Moses 
permitted you to divorce your wives for the hardness of your heart’” (Matt 19:18a). Thus, 
they are not to be considered as God’s ultimate ideal. 
Jesus’ statement was very shocking for his time. Jews considered Moses as the 
highest religious authority (Eisenberg & Scolnic, 2006, p. 112). Philo of Alexandria 
(trans. 1993), a Jewish philosopher of the first century C.E., deemed him as “the most 
illustrious of prophets” (p. 507). For Josephus (trans. 1987), a Jewish historian of the first 
century, Moses was the legislator and founder of the theocracy in Israel (Ag. Ap. 2.165), a 
divine man (Ant. 3.180), the most honorable person after God (J.W. 2.145), and from 
whom the Jewish constitution depends (Ant. 1.18).  
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If Moses’ teaching was not to be the norm, what should it be? For Jesus, the norm 
was to be the one God intended “from the beginning” (ap’ archēs): “but from the 
beginning it has not been so” (Matt 19:8b).  The phrase “from the beginning” was used in 
v. 4 to refer to the time when God “made them male and female” (Matt 19:4b), a clear 
allusion to Genesis 1:27. Moreover, since Matthew 19:4–56 quotes Genesis 2:24, it 
indicates that Jesus had in mind God’s original purpose for the marital relationship when 
he taught the people of his era about marriage. Thus, it cannot be denied that Jesus’ 
theology on marriage was grounded in Genesis 1–2. Now, since Genesis 1-2 were also 
penned by Moses, Jesus is putting God versus Moses! He is just distinguishing between 
God’s original provision and God’s remedial provision. 
On other hand, the fact that Jesus made an appellation to practice God’s original 
plan for marriage, it suggests that in Jesus’ times married people were not living the 
idyllic marital relationship for which they were meant to experience. Although he 
recognized the existence of sin and its catastrophic results, he did not discard the purpose 
of the marital relationship espoused at creation. By appealing to God’s original purpose, 
Jesus challenged the Pharisees to live as “in the beginning,” rather that after the fall of 
humankind. The implication is that the gospel calls for “a return to the idealism of the 
pre-fall Genesis narrative” (Hagner, 1993). This means that his message to family was 
that of restoration of relationship. White states “Like every other one of God’s good gifts 
entrusted to the keeping of humanity, marriage has been perverted by sin; but it is the 
purpose of the gospel to restore its purity and beauty” (1896, p. 64). 
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Paul’s View 
One of the texts most mentioned in the New Testament in connection to marriage 
is Ephesians 5:22–30. This passage contains ethical principles that both husband and wife 
should practice. It is significant because it relates the marital relationship to that of Jesus 
and the church. In other words, Ephesians 5:22–30 presents the Jesus-church relationship 
as a paradigm for the husband-wife relationship.  
The first correlation is between the church and the wife. The pericope opens with 
a call to submit (hypotássō) to one another in “the fear of Christ” (Eph 5:21). Then it 
passes to say that wives must should submit to their own husband as if they were 
submitting to the Lord (Eph 5:22). The concept of submitting to someone should be 
understood in light that not only wives should submit to their husband but also Christians 
should submit to one another, as indicated in the previous verse (Eph 5:21) (Keener, 
1992, p. 169; Rock, 2000, p. 732). In fact, Ephesians 5:22 lacks the verb “to submit” in 
the original Greek text; it is borrowed from the previous verse (O’Brien, 1999, p. 411). 
This view of the woman’s submission to her husband is not new to Paul. As it was 
shown above, God ordered it after the fall (Gen 3:16). The fact that Paul encourages the 
woman to submit to her husband, it implies that he saw God’s judgment upon the woman, 
as stated in Genesis 3:16, as a remedial provision rather than as a descriptive 
consequence of the Fall. 
That wives should be submitted to their husbands as the church is to Christ is 
made clearer in Ephesians 5:24: “But as the church is submitted (hypotássō) to Christ, so 
also the wives [should be submitted] to their own husbands in everything.” While the 
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appellation is to the wives to be to their husbands as the church is to Christ, the parallel 
also implies that the husbands should be to their wives as Christ is to the church.  
Since wives are pleaded to submit, it indicates the action of submitting is 
voluntary rather than one imposed by force. In other words, husbands should not force 
wives to submit just as Christ does not force the church to obey. Submission is always a 
voluntary act. This is also indicated in the text by having the verb “to submit” in the 
middle voice. When the verb “to submit” is used in active voice, it suggests the idea that 
coercive power is being used (Rom 8:7, 20; Phil. 3:21; 1 Cor 15:27); however, when the 
verb is used in middle voice, it suggest the idea of cooperation (Rom 13:1, 5; Tit 3:1) 
(Barth, 1974, pp. 710-711; see also Blass, Debrunner, & Funk, 2000, p. 1042; Miletic, 
1988, p. 29). Thus, the idea of a wife’s subordination in Ephesians 5:21–33 should be 
seen as a free act, a voluntary attitude. 
Therefore, such submission should not be understood as one blinded, namely, one 
where the husband demands arbitrarily upon the woman. The submission is one that “it is 
proper in the Lord” (Col 3:18). This means that the wives’ submission to their husband 
has a limit. White (1990) says,  
“When husbands require the complete subjection of their wives, declaring that 
women have no voice or will in the family, but must render entire submission, they 
place their wives in a position contrary to the Scripture. In interpreting the Scripture 
in this way, they do violence to the design of the marriage institution.” (p. 75) 
Unlike wives, in this passage husbands are not commanded to submit to their 
wives. They should imitate Christ in the way he loves the church (Best, 1998, p. 540). In 
other words, husbands should love (agapáō) their wives in the same manner as Christ 
loves (agapáō) the church (Eph 5:25). Thus, Christ is presented as the role model for 
husbands (Keener, 1992, p. 167). Since that Christ is presented as one who gave himself 
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for the church (Eph 5:25), it means that he practices a servant leadership. Therefore, 
husband should have a similar attitude to their wives. To do so, husbands “must be under 
the rule of Christ that he may represent the relation of Christ to the church” (White, 1993, 
p. 215).  
The reason why the husband should love his wife is that she is part of his body 
(Eph 5:28) just as the church is part of Christ’s body (Eph 5:30). The idea of the wife 
being part of the husband was coined by Adam: “This is now bone of my bones and flesh 
of my flesh” (Gen 2:23). Consequently, Ephesians 5:22–30 is grounding its theology of 
husband and wife relationships “in the beginning,” just like Jesus did. This is made 
explicit in Ephesians 5:30, where Genesis 2:24 is quoted, following thus the same line of 
thought of Genesis 2:23–24. Table 2 illustrates this connection. 
Table 2 
Parallel Between Ephesians 5:28–31 and Genesis 2:23–24 
Ephesians 5:28–31 Genesis 2:23–24 
Wives are part of their husband’s body (5:28–
29) 
Wife is part of her husband’s body (2:23) 
Husband should cleave to his wife (5:31) Husband should cleave to his wife (5:24) 
  
 
The passage ends by summarizing the arguments presented in reverse order: 
Husbands should love their wives as themselves and wives should fear their husband 
(Eph 5:33). “To fear” (phobéō) a husband may seem strange to any reader. But it should 
be kept in mind that a husband is paralleled to Christ. At the beginning of the pericope, 
emphasis is put on fearing Christ (Eph 5:21); while at the end, the husband is the object 
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of the fearing (Eph 5:33). In this manner, the lexical root “fear/to fear” forms an inclusio 
(Barth, 1974, p. 663) and suggests that woman should “fear their husband” in the same 
way people should fear the Lord. Since the focus of fearing the Lord is not that of being 
afraid, it is better to understand the verb phobéō as conveying the meaning of “to 
respect,” as it is obvious elsewhere in the Scripture (Lev 19:3 LXX; Luke 1:50; Acts 10:2 
Col 3:22) (Blass et al., 2000, pp. 1061-1062). 
It should be noticed that on the pericope more emphasis is placed in the husband’s 
responsibility toward his wife than on the wife’s responsibility toward her husband. The 
wives are entreated twice to submit/to fear their husbands (Eph 5:22, 33); while the 
husbands are encouraged three times to love their wives (Eph 5:25, 28 [2x], 33). Since 
the husband’s responsibility to love his wife was uncommon in the first century (Keener, 
1992, p. 167), it indicates that Paul’s view departed from the traditional practice of his 
epoch (Miletic, 1988, pp. 115-117). Thus, by exhorting husbands three times to be lovers 
to their wives, the passage may hint at the possibility that in first century B.C. the 
husbands were the main contributors for the failure in the marriage relationship. In other 
words, the husbands’ relationship with their wives was not working due to their unloving 
attitude toward their wives. 
Finally, it should be noticed that Paul cites Genesis 2:24 (the passage describing 
God’s ideal without hierarchy before the Fall) and not Genesis 3:16, the passage 
involving hierarchy after the Fall.  Paul is thus calling back to the divine original plan, 
which was mutual submission!   
Another Pauline passage dealing with closeness in marriage is found in 1 
Corinthians 7, whose verse five is very shocking. “Do not deprive one another, except by 
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mutual consent for a time, in order that you may devote yourselves to prayer and you 
may be together again, lest Satan tempted you because of your incontinence.” According 
to it, neither the husband nor the wife should give preferences to spiritual duties (such as 
prayer) at the expense of the marital relationship. This text balances the one-sided view 
of other New Testament passages, where preferences should be given to God, not to 
family (e.g. Mark 3:33–35; Luke 14:26). 
This idea is not unique to Paul. In the Exodus 21:10, the law stipulated that men 
should not deprive their wives from sexual intercourse, implying thus that regular sexual 
activity was expected between husband and wife (Stuart, 2006, p. 483). According to 
rabbinic literature, a husband could deprive his wife from sexual intercourse to pursue 
spiritual devotion only for a period of 30 days. After that, if he still would like to 
continue, he needed his wife’s consent (Neusner, 1988, p. 388): “Disciples go forth for 
Torah study without [the wife’s] consent for thirty days” (Ketub. 5.6; see also ‘Ed. 4.10). 
A similar statement is found in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, a 
pseudepigraphic work from the second century B.C.E. (Charles, 1913, p. 2:339): “For 
there is a time for a man to embrace his wife, and a time to abstain from that for his 
prayer” (T. Naph. 8:8). 
Coming back to 1 Corinthians 7, the rationale for the marital sexual right is the 
lack of self-control, the same reason why people should marry (1 Cor 7:2). In this way, 
Paul suggests that passing time together should include sexual relationship. In fact, when 
1 Corinthians 7:2 is compared to 1 Corinthians 7:5, it becomes evident that the latter text 
secures the raison d’être of marriage, which was mentioned in the former text. To put it 
differently, people should marry to avoid “fornication” (porneía) (1 Cor 7:2). Therefore, 
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to avoid it, married people should not deprive themselves of practicing sexual 
relationship, not even for spiritual devotion (see Keener, 1991, pp. 79-81), unless they 
have the agreement of the spouse.  
It should be noticed that Paul put emphasis on the role of giving to the spouse 
rather than demanding from. Consequently, the slogan of married people should not be 
“you owe me” but “I owe you” (Fee, 2014, p. 310).  The implication is that marriage is 
not about receiving but about “the giving of oneself to another” (Morris, 1985). Such an 
idea is not found elsewhere in the Scripture (Orr & Walther, 1976, p. 208). Thus, the 
husband and wife will enjoy happiness in marriage insofar as they give in voluntary and 
intentionally to one another. 
The fact that both husband and wife are commanded to fulfill their marital duties 
(1 Cor 7:3–4), it indicates that no preference is given to gender. They have equal rights 
(Conzelmann, 1975, p. 117; Orr & Walther, 1976, p. 208). A husband should be willing 
to satisfy his wife as well as the wife should be willing to satisfy her husband. In other 
words, “each one is to meet the needs of the other” (Orr & Walther, 1976, p. 208) This is 
the marital law of relationship: mutual obligations and equal rights. Therefore, exception 
to the law should also be a mutual agreement. Such an egalitarian view is what should 
compel the husband and the wife to make decisions together with regard to their 
relationship.  
Now taking into account that married people should have time for both God and 
spouse (1 Cor 7:34a), it is clear why Paul wished people who had a special vocation to 
serve God not to marry. For him, married people should devote time not only to God (1 
Cor 7:32), but also to their spouses (1 Cor 7:33–34). Thus, by being unmarried, people 
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will devote completely to God, that is, without distraction (1 Cor 7:35). This indicates 
that Paul expects husband and wife to pass time together just like they devote time to 
God.  
Paul’s view on marriage points out that couples should implore similar effort to 
please their spouse as they do to please God. This is better grasped by the parallelism in 1 
Corinthians 7:32–34 (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
Symmetric Structure of 1 Corinthians 7:33–34 
Unmarried man (v. 33a) Husband (v. 33b) 
“The unmarried man cares for the things of 
the Lord, how he may please the Lord” 
“But the married man cares for the things of 
the world, how he may please the wife” 
Unmarried woman (v. 34a) Wife (v. 34b) 
 
“The unmarried woman and the virgin cares 
for the things of the Lord” 
 
“But the married woman cares for the things 
of the world, how she may please the 
husband” 
 
 
 The phrase “how he/she may please” (pôs arésē) appears three times (see italics 
in Table 3). The first time the object is God; while the second and third time the object is 
the spouse. The text parallels the person-God relationship with the husband-wife 
relationship, an idea also found in Ephesians 5:21–33 (see above). What it is significant 
here is that both husband and wife should please one another intentionally to the same 
extent they please the Lord. The verb “to please” is used “to express interest in 
accommodating other by meeting their needs” (Blass et al., 2000, p. 129). The modal 
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adverb “how” implies that married people should be focused on looking for ways to 
please their spouse. This suggests that the marital relationship is intended to be one in 
which the husband and the wife shows affection to one another at the same extent. 
Summary  
The above examination of the marital relationship in Scripture suggests that both 
the Old Testament and the New Testament agree on how the husband and wife should 
relate to each other, specifically as it was “in the beginning.” This indicates that although 
it was recognized that the dynamic of the husband and wife relationship was affected by 
the fall of humankind, a hope for restoration was envisioned. Thus, the ultimate goal of 
all married couples is to live according to God’s original purpose for marriage as 
described in Genesis 1–2. 
This biblical theology of marriage inspires and permeates the spirit of this seminar 
project on marriage enrichment, over and besides any additional ideas collected, and 
procedures adopted, from the review of literature.
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CHAPTER 3 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature on marital enrichment is vast. Hence any survey on marriage needs 
to be delimited. This chapter reviews three main components: (a) how marriage is 
theorized, (b) intimacy in couples, and (c) conflict resolution. Since in this chapter is 
expected to offer concepts that have been implemented and proved to be (to some extent) 
effective, the following survey is delimited to works written only by academics. 
Conceptualizing Marriage 
False Assumptions 
According to research (Lederer & Jackson, 1968), there are at least seven false 
assumptions about marriage: (a) People marry because they love each other; (b) most 
married people love each other; (c) love is necessary for a satisfactory marriage; (d) there 
are inherent behavioral and attitudinal differences between male and female, which cause 
most marital troubles; (e) the advent of children automatically improves marriage 
relationship; (f) loneliness will be cured by marriage; and (g) if you have conflict with 
your spouse, you have a poor marriage. 
Why Do People Marry? 
Before the 17th century, the notion of marrying for love was unconceivable. In a 
collectivist system, marriages were arranged by parents for economic and political 
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benefits of the clan. Later, although affections were taken into account, people needed 
their parent’s consent in order to marry. However, today people marry for love regardless 
of economic and social benefits (Stone, 1988, pp. 15-40). 
The shift from arranged marriage to personal choice marriage comes from social 
changes. Research (Dion & Dion, 1996) has shown that collectivistic and individualistic 
societies are the major contributors for the understanding of marriage. In collectivistic 
societies, people abandon their personal interest for the sake of the interest of the 
community; whereas in individualistic societies, people pursue their personal goals 
regardless their family. Thus, romantic love will be paramount in individualistic societies. 
(Dion & Dion, 1993)  
Unlike previous societies (and some today) that focused on the community, the 
modern west society focuses on the individualism (DeGenova, Rice, Stinnett, & Stinnett, 
2011, pp. 7-8). Consequently, it is most common that people in the west marry for love 
(Bus, Abbott, & Angleitner, 1990). Economic and political benefits no longer depend on 
the kin group. People may have those benefits regardless of sex, race, national origin, 
religion, and disability. Consequently, arranged marriages have become unnecessary in 
western society. 
The problem with an emphasis on romantic love is that couples may consider 
divorce if they no longer love each other (Fustenberg, 1990). Now if people marry to feel 
loved, then spouses are expecting love in return. This is, in a sense, contradictory. 
Although the love of others fills the soul with joy, the spouse’s aim should be to love for 
the sake of loving, and not to expect love in return. 
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Types of Marriage Relationship 
The taxonomy of marital relationships is very varied. A very popular 
classification is the one devised by Wallerstein and Blakeslee (1995). They divided 
marriage in four types: (a) romantic, which is a lasting passionate relationship; (b) rescue, 
which heals emotional trauma; (c) compassionate, in which spouses have mutual goals; 
and (d) traditional, where the husband is the provider and the wife is the housekeeper. 
Another very well-known model, developed by Olson and Fowers (1993), is 
based on the marital inventory ENRICH. This model classifies marital relationships into 
five types, based on the extent of couple marital satisfaction.  
1. Devitalized couples seem to be pervasively dissatisfied with their relationship. 
Spouses tend to be younger, less educated, and have lower incomes. They consider 
divorce very often. These couples have a higher incidence of racial and religious 
heterogamy.  
2. Conflicted couples have a low level of satisfaction and often struggle with 
many areas of their relationship. They have many areas of growth and little strength. 
They seem to disagree in many areas and have little level of communication and conflict 
resolution.  
3. Traditional Couples are often highly committed. Usually, these couples are 
younger, but they have been married for a while. They can improve the quality of their 
relationship by working on their communication skills and conflict resolution. 
4. Harmonious Couples enjoy high levels of satisfaction in most areas of their 
relationship. They usually have problems in the area of parenting (discipline, quality time 
with children, number of children, etc.). 
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5. Vitalized Couples are particularly comfortable with their spouse’s ability to 
communicate and resolve conflicts successfully. 
Other research (Hetherington & Kelly, 2002) has focused on the marriage models 
brought into remarriage. Based on how couples express emotions, communicate, solve 
problems, and address family tasks, five types of marital relationships have been 
proposed: (a) The pursuer-distancer marriage, which is the most common, consists of one 
party (generally the woman) initiates discussion while the other (generally the man) 
avoids the discussion; (b) the disengaging marriage exists in couple who are self-
sufficient and intimacy-avoidant; (c) the operatic marriage features emotionally volatile 
couples who are extremists and do nothing in moderation; (d) the cohesive/individualized 
marriage occurs in couples who are excellent at accommodating differences and sharing 
responsibilities; and (e) the traditional marriage, which has the lowest divorce rate, takes 
places in couples who have distinct defined roles. 
Basic Modes of Relationship 
Research (Lederer & Jackson, 1968, pp. 161-173) has identified three basic 
modes of relationship. These three modes of relationship are found in Christian couples. 
Symmetrical Marital Relationship 
In this mode of relationship, spouses need to state to each other their equal 
correspondence. The focus is that of competency: “I am as good as you are.” In this mode 
of relationship exists the danger that spouses may compete with each other to 
demonstrate their equality to the extreme that they shoot to one another. 
 32 
Complementary Marital Relationship 
The complementary marital relationship is that in which one spouse complements 
the other. In other words, one spouse is having the role of a helper, while the other is 
having the role of a leader. Thus, one leads the other. This mode of relationship requires a 
hierarchy within the dynamic of the husband and wife relationship, where one should 
obey the other. Sometimes, couples divide their responsibilities. One spouse is in charge 
of some areas; whereas the other spouse is in charge of the other areas. 
Parallel 
In this relationship the spouses alternate between a symmetrical and 
complementary relationship, according to the circumstances. 
These three modes relate to one another in how power must be exerted in the 
marriage. Traditionally, Christians have advocated for the complementary marital 
relationship, grounded in that God gave preferences to the male. In the opposite side, 
feminists have promoted a symmetrical marital relationship, grounded in the fact the God 
created male and female equal. While this is truth, God’s intention was not that of 
competition between sexes. To keep a balance, others practice a parallel marital 
relationship. Thus, to know these three modes of relationship is essential to understand 
how couples tend to relate to each other.  
Qualities of Strong Marriages 
Due to the high divorce rate in the 20th century, family research has focused on 
finding the characteristics of strong and weak marriages (Defrain, 1999, p. 6). It is 
common sense that by knowing how marriages succeed and fail it will be possible to 
diagnose what to do and what not to do, in order to have a satisfying relationship. The 
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importance of having strong marriages is stressed by David R. Mace, a pioneer in 
marriage enrichment, who says that “nothing in the world could make human life happier 
than to greatly increase the number of strong families” (as cited in DeFrain, 2007, p. 1). 
Although there are many studies on marital strengths (see Table 4), most known 
are those of Stinnett and DeFrain (1985), which is known as the Family Strength Model, 
and Olson (2000), which is called the Circumplex model. 
 
Table 4 
Family Strengths According to Researchers 
Theorists and Countries Characteristics 
Beavers and Hampson (1990). 
U.S.A. 
Centripetal/centrifugal interaction, closeness, parent 
coalition, autonomy, adaptability, egalitarian power, goal-
directed negotiation, ability to resolve conflict, clarity of 
expression, range of feelings, openness to others, and 
emphatic understanding 
Billingsley (1986) U.S.A. Strong family ties, strong religious orientation, and 
educational aspirations/achievements 
Curan (1983) U.S.A. Togetherness, respect and trust, shared leisure, privacy 
valued, shared mealtime, shared responsibility, family rituals, 
communication, affirmation of each other, religious love, and 
humor/play 
Epstein, Bishop, Ryan, Miller, 
and Keitner (1993). Canada. 
Affective involvement, behavior control, and communication 
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Table 4 continued 
Geggie, Defrain, Hitchcock, 
and Silberberg (2000). 
Australia 
 
Communication (open, positive, honest, including humor), 
togetherness, sharing activities, affection, support, 
acceptance, commitment, and resilience 
Kantor and Lehr (1974) 
U.S.A. 
Affect, and power 
Kryson, Moore, and Zill 
(1990). U.S.A. 
Commitment to family, time together, encouragement of 
individuals, ability to adapt, clear roles, communication, 
religious orientation, and social connectedness 
Mberengwa and Johnson 
(2003). Botswana 
Consensus as a means of settling differences, anger 
management, concern for the welfare of one’s kin, valuing 
their culture, respect toward others, and kgotla (community 
development associations) for strengthening neighborhoods 
Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, 
Larsen, Muxen, and Wilson 
(1989); Olson and Olson 
(2000). U.S.A. 
Strong marriage, high family cohesion, good family 
flexibility, effective coping with stress and crisis, and 
positive couple and family communication 
Otto (1962, 1963); Gabler and 
Otto (1964). U.S.A. 
Shared religious and moral values; love, consideration and 
understanding; common interest, goals, and purposes; love 
and happiness of children; working and playing together; and 
sharing specific recreational activities 
D. Reiss (1981). U.S.A. Coordination, and closure 
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Table 4—Continued.  
Sani and Buhannad (2003). 
United Arab Emirates 
 
Patriarchal family structure; family-arranged marriages; 
gender-based rights, responsibilities and privileges; strong 
emotional family bonds (muwada); extended family 
(dhurriyah); living with or next extended family members; 
frequent consultation; elders as role models and advisors; 
crises are tests from Allah; Islamic beliefs (taqwa) and 
practices provide optima guidelines; collectivism over 
individualism; the government is supportive of individual, 
couple, and family well-being 
Stinnett, DeFrain and their 
colleagues (1977, 1985, 2002). 
U.S.A. 
Appreciation and affection, commitment, positive 
communication, enjoyable time together, spiritual well-being, 
and effective management of stress and crisis 
Xia, Xie, and Zhou (2004);  Togetherness and time together across three generations; 
love, care, and commitment; communication; family support; 
spirituality (at peace with nature, oneself, others, and the 
world); and family oriented and harmonious 
Yoo (2004); Yoo, DeFrain, 
Lee, Kim, Hong, Choi, and 
Ahn (2004). Korea 
Respect, commitment, appreciation and affection, positive 
communication, sharing values and goals, role performing, 
physical health, connectedness with social systems, economic 
stability, and ability to solve problems 
 
 
Olson et al. (1983, 1989), Olson and Gorall (2003), Olson (2011), and Olson, 
DeFrain, and Skogrand (2014) have identified three main dimensions to a happy 
marriage: (a) Cohesion, a sense of togetherness or closeness; (3) flexibility, the ability to 
change with changing life circumstances; and (3) communication.  
Olson’s research detects four levels in each dimension ranging from very low to 
very high. Cohesion ranges from disengaged (very low), to separated (low to moderate), 
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to connected (moderate to high), to enmeshed (very high). From these four levels, the 
extremes (very low and very high) generally are problematic for the relationship. The 
middle ones (separated and connected), which are the ones keeping some kind of balance, 
are most found in strong marriages. To measure cohesion, the following elements are 
taking into account, emotional bonding, boundaries, coalition, time, space, friends, 
decision-making, and interests and recreation. Happy marriages exist in those who 
balance their separateness and togetherness (Olson, 2000, p. 145). 
The four levels of flexibility range from rigid (very low), to structured (low to 
moderate), to flexible (moderate to high), to chaotic (very high). In the same way as 
cohesion, the extreme levels (rigid and chaotic) are the most problematic for couples. 
Spouses who were experiencing a good relationship were in the balanced levels (structure 
and flexible). Flexibility focuses on leadership, roles, and rules. Happy marriages exist in 
those who balance their stability and are willing to change (Olson, 2000, p. 147). 
The last dimension is communication which considers listening skills (empathy 
and attentiveness), speaking skills, self-disclosure (sharing feelings), clarity, continuity 
tracking (staying on topic), and respect and regard. Healthy relationships tend to have 
good communication; while faulty relationships have poor communication (Olson, 2000, 
pp. 149-150). 
The basic assumption of Olson’s Circumplex Model is that balance in the three 
dimensions produces satisfied relationships. Further studies have validated this claim 
(Olson, 2000, pp. 156-162). 
Stinnett and DeFrain (1985), DeFrain (1999, 2007), basing their findings on more 
than 24,000 people in 28 countries, found six general qualities in strong couples: (a) 
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Committed to the relationship; (b) spend time together; (c) have good communication; (d) 
express appreciation to each other; (e) have spiritual commitment; and (f) are able to 
solve problems in crisis. 
Although these two models seem to differ, they are very similar (Defrain, 1999). 
The difference is just in terminology. Olson’s cohesion is related to Stinnett and 
DeFrain’s (a) commitment, (b) time together, and (d) appreciation and affection. Olson’s 
flexibility is related to Stinnett and DeFrain’s (e) spiritual well-being and (f) ability to 
cope with stress and crisis. Olson’s communication is related to Stinnett and DeFrain’s 
(c) positive communication 
Table 5 
Relation of Olson’s Model and Stinnett and DeFrain’ Model 
Olson Stinnett and DeFrain 
Cohesion Commitment 
Time together 
Appreciation and affection 
Flexibility Spiritual well-being 
Ability to cope with stress and crisis 
Communication Communication  
 
Maintenance Relationship 
For many people, marital longevity is synonym for happy marriage. That is why 
people praise those who reach the silver (25 years) and golden (50 years) wedding 
anniversaries. However, while staying together is important, many will agree that it is not 
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enough. Couples not only want marital stability; they also want quality in the relationship 
(Garland, 1999, p. 532).  
Canary and Stafford (1992) developed initially five relational strategies to keep 
and increase quality. Later, they added two more strategies, making a total of seven: (a) 
positivity, (b) openness, (c) assurances, (d) task sharing, (e) social networks; (f) advice; 
and (g) conflict management. 
Repairing Troubled Relationships 
According to research (Emmers & Canary, 1996), there are four type of strategies 
in conflict resolution: (a) passive, which includes giving a partner space, doing nothing, 
and/or simply contemplating the event; (b) active, which includes behaviors that do not 
involve the partner directly (e.g., giving gifts, asking friends to talk with partner); (c) 
interactive, or direct discussion with the partner (e.g., apologizing, spending time 
together, seeking concessions); and (d) uncertainty acceptance, which simply means 
accepting one’s uncertainty by ignoring the event and possibly dating other people. From 
these four, the interactive behavior is the most used by partners.  
Intimacy in Couples 
Need for Intimacy 
Although for many years families tended to be patrilocal (i.e. the wife moves into 
the household of the husband’s family), this is no longer the case, especially in Western 
culture. The most common practice—and also the expected one—is that married couples 
move away from their family. They need to support themselves because now they are 
independent people. As a result, very often, married family members lived geographically 
away from their relatives. If not, the contact between them is very limited. 
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As the time passes by, the husband and wife relationship may be affected 
emotionally. Some spouses might experience loneliness, especially those who do not 
work. They lack interpersonal relationships. Their partner is their world. Consequently, 
the need for intimacy increases greatly. According to Sell (1995), Americans expect 
marriage to be the most significant source of emotional satisfaction and support. As a 
result, building intimacy is one of the most important tasks in a marriage (Balswick & 
Balswick, 2007, p. 239). 
The problem with the need for intimacy is that high regard for intimacy places 
heavy demands on the relationship (Sell, 1995, p. 38). According to Sell, “it is more 
difficult for a man to be a friend than a provider, to be an intimate companion than a 
mechanic” (p. 40). Thus, ironically, the great need for intimacy is playing a key role in 
the disintegration of married people (p. 40). 
Definition of Intimacy 
While some may say that intimacy “is the sense of attachment and closeness one 
experiences with” (Garland, 1999, p. 130), others may say that it is “to know and be 
known” (Balswick & Balswick, 2007, p. 31), or more simply, “being close” (Sell, 1995, 
p. 103). The basic idea of intimacy is closeness between two people.  
Therefore, in order for couples to experience intimacy they need to “share some 
inner thoughts and feelings (Sell, 1995, p. 103), to share meals or other resources and see 
one another’s private selves not shared with others (Garland, 1999, pp. 10-131). In other 
words, spouses need to open their hearts to one another. But by doing that, they are 
risking their status quo. Garland (1999) rightly says that “intimacy make us vulnerable” 
(p. 163). That is why, when couples have conflicts their first reaction is to close 
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themselves. Thus, it can be said that spouses experience intimacy insofar as they are 
willing to open themselves to one another because intimacy comes as a result of 
“attachment, communication and problem-solving” (Garland, 1999, p. 163). In other 
words, “an intimate relationship cannot exist if the participants refuse to reveal parts of 
themselves” (Hook, Gerstein, Detterich, & Gridley, 2003, p. 463) 
Since people want to have closeness with their spouses, scholars have considered 
intimacy as paramount to both maintaining and enhancing relationships (Napier, 1999; 
Prager, 1999). This has motivated counselors to create a taxonomy to measure intimacy. 
Currently, there are three popular scales to measure intimacy: (a) the Miller Social 
Intimacy Scale (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982), which measures the social intimacy to quantify 
the degree of emotional closeness a person feels toward another person; (b) the Personal 
Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships Scale (Schaefer & Olson, 1981), which assesses 
both the actual and ideal levels of intimacy in relationship, encompassing five types of 
intimacy (emotional, social, sexual, intellectual and recreational); and (c) the Fear of 
Intimacy Scale (Descutner & Thelen, 1991), which assesses three components of fearing 
intimacy: content, emotional valence, and vulnerability. 
Hook, Gerstein, Detterich, and Gridley (2003) have identified four features of 
intimacy: (a) Presence of love and affection; (b) personal validation; (c) trust; and (d) 
self-disclosure. According to Hook et al., people tend to open up when they feel loved 
and accepted. Moreover, people need to be sure that the person will keep personal secrets 
before sharing them. Since these four elements are integral parts of intimacy, in the 
absent of any of them, intimacy will not occur (p. 471). 
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Intimacy Development 
Relational Process 
Wynne (1984) has found four developments that unfold in relationships: (a) 
attachment/caregiving, (b) communicating, (c) joint problem-solving, (d) and mutuality. 
These four developments occur in lineal progression. Therefore, each one builds on the 
previous. Thus, communication builds on attachment/caregiving; joint problem-solving 
assumes that there is good communication between spouses; and mutuality must be 
preceded by joint problem-solving.  In other words, communication depends on how 
much attachment exists between spouses; joint problem-solving depends on how much 
communication exists in the couple; and mutuality depends on how much joint problem-
solving exists in the marital relationship. 
Meeting Needs 
Marital development may be also seen from the point of view of spouses meeting 
one another’s needs (Terkelson, 1980). Thus, couples become attached insofar as they 
provide care for one another; they learn to share their thoughts insofar as they are 
attached; they solve problems insofar as they learn to share their thoughts; and they 
develop intimacy and mutuality by being attached, communicating with one another, and 
solving problems together. 
The change of level in the relationship, then, depends greatly on the extent 
spouses meet one another’s needs. If the needs are met, couples will develop a sense of 
cohesion where they understand they can do together what they cannot do as individual 
members. On the contrary, if their needs are not met, couples will develop a sense of 
needlessness, which will produce fragmentation in the relationship.  
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The problem with meeting one another’s needs is that an individual’s needs 
change over time. Such changes produce instability in the relationship because spouses 
provide the initial needs which are not in accordance with the current needs. Therefore, it 
is indispensable that spouses learn to identify and be willing to satisfy theirs partners’ 
needs, so their marital relationship may be successful. 
While meeting the spouse’s needs is important, Garland (1999) rightly discerns 
that this kind of relationship functions as a contract (p. 125). A contract is an agreement 
between two persons in which each party commits to supplying something to one 
another. In this way, the relationship lasts as long as each party keeps fulfilling the 
expectations of the other. Therefore, this kind of relationship is conditional: it has an “if” 
clause. 
As an alternative to a more durable relationship, Garland proposes that couples 
should shift from a contract to a covenant relationship (p. 125). Although Garland agrees 
that relationships depend on meeting the spouse’s needs (p. 126), she affirms that it is 
only initially. A perdurable relationship builds on covenant relationship, which is 
unconditional. According to Kaplan, Schwartz, and Markus-Kaplan (1984), covenant 
relationship is one in which spouses commit to the relationship regardless of whether or 
not the other will be able to deliver what is hoped. Marriage still continues, even when 
there is disappointment in one another. 
Although Garland favors a covenant relationship, she still insists on not fully 
abandoning a contract relationship. For example, contracts are useful to help spouses 
“through a maze of shared responsibilities.” One may be in charge of cooking, while the 
other may be in charge of cleaning, thus avoiding conflicts that may arise from an odd 
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allocation of the household chores. However, it should be emphasized that “they serve as 
tools of problem-solving… rather than as the foundations for the relationship” (p. 126). 
Communication and Intimacy 
Commonly people equate communication with intimacy, but they are not the 
same. Communication is central to intimacy (Olson et al., 2014, p. 104), because it is a 
precursor of, an expression of, and a product of intimacy (Nicholson, 2015, p. 108). 
Schnarch (1997, p. 102) highlights that communication is about information exchange; 
while intimacy is about disclosing personal information. Thus, it is possible to have 
communication without being intimate. But intimacy will not come without 
communication. Communication is only a means to achieve intimacy, not an end. 
The problem with communicating is that it may engender and escalate conflicts 
(Hener, 2010, p. 137). That is why when people are dating they avoid talking about 
differences, so the relationship may continue. They dodge certain topics in order to avoid 
conflicts. But in doing so, they are unable to really know each other, that is, to become 
intimate. Knowing this dynamic, Schnarch rightly affirms, “Ironically, intimacy seems to 
develop through conflicts, self-validation, and unilateral disclosure” (p. 103). This being 
the case, one of the most important things couples must learn in order to be intimate is to 
learn to deal with conflict. 
Conflict Resolution 
A certain amount of conflict and discord is normal in every relationship. In fact, 
couples who are the closest not only have the greatest potential for satisfaction, but also 
the greatest potential for conflict. Fisher, Ury, and Patton (2011, p. 2) argue that conflict 
is a daily occurrence that arises because people differ. The important question, 
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accordingly, is not how couples may avoid conflict but rather how couples may manage 
conflict. In fact, research (Fincham & Beach, 1999; Siegert & Stamp, 1994, p. 357; 
Wilmot, 1995, p. 95) has shown that what determines the course of a relationship 
(whether positively or negatively) is how a couple manages conflict. Therefore, 
Northouse (2015) is right when he affirms that “managing conflicts effectively leads to 
stronger relationship” (p. 249). 
Definition of Conflict 
Conflict has been defined differently by scholars. According to Wilmot and 
Hocker (2014), conflict “is a expressed struggle between at least two parties who 
perceive incompatible goals, scarce resources, and interference from others in achieving 
their goals” (p. 13). Although there is still no consensus among scholars, conflict has the 
following characteristics: Perceived incompatibilities, expressed struggles, 
interdependence of parties, simultaneous cooperation and competition, and potential 
interference or blocking of goals (Putnam, 2013). In simple words, “a conflict is a 
difference in opinion” (Balswick & Balswick, 2007, p. 251) 
According to research (Northouse, 2015, p. 224), there are two kinds of conflicts: 
(a) content conflicts, which have to do with beliefs, values, goals; and (b) relational 
conflicts, which have to do with issues of esteem, control, and affiliation  
Conflict Styles 
There is no doubt that people have different ways to solve conflicts. They are 
referred to as conflict styles by scholars. Blake and Mouton (1964) were the first to 
classify modes of conflict management. They proposed five types of styles (forcing, 
withdrawing, smoothing, compromising, and confrontation) along two dimensions 
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(concern for production and concern for people). Although Thomas (1976) recognized 
Blake and Mouton’s five styles, he renamed them: (a) avoidance, (b) competition, (c), 
accommodation, (d) compromise, and (e) collaboration. Regarding the dimensions, 
Thomas preferred to label them as assertiveness and cooperativeness. Later Rahim (1983) 
also renamed the five styles: integrating (collaboration), obliging (accommodating), 
dominating (competing), avoiding (withdrawal), and compromising. For the two 
dimensions, he used more practical nomenclature: concern for self (assertiveness) and 
concern for others (cooperativeness). 
Although others have opted to classify conflict styles into two: cooperation and 
competition (Tjosvold, 1990); three: non-confrontation, solution-orientation, and control 
(Putnam & Wilson, 1982); and four: yielding, problem solving, inaction, and contending 
(Pruitt, 1983); the five conflict handling style is still the most used (Northouse, 2015, p. 
239; Putnam, 2013, p. 12). 
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Managing Conflicts 
Although there is no universal remedy for conflict resolution, the most recognized 
approach is that of principled negotiation (Northouse, 2015, p. 234). This method, 
developed by Fisher et al. (2011), consists of four key principles: (a) separate the people 
from problem; (b) focus on interest, not positions; (c) invent options for mutual gain; and 
(d) insist on using objective criteria. The main point of Fisher et al. is that people need to 
negotiate their difference in order to cope with conflict. 
Your Way 
(accommodating) 
I yield to win 
acceptance 
Our Way 
(collaborating) 
I can care and 
confront 
No Way 
(avoiding) 
I leave 
I lose 
My Way 
(competing) 
I win 
You lose 
High Concern for 
the Relationship 
Little Concern 
for Self  
High Concern 
for Self  
Little Concern for 
the Relationship 
Figure 1. Conflict Styles (adapted from Augsburger, 2009, p. 19). 
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Summary 
The above survey of literature on marriage helps to grasp the current 
understanding on marriage among scholars, who seem to be in agreement with the idea 
that intimacy is essential to any healthy marital relationship. Since intimacy develops 
through conflict resolution, couples must learn deal with conflicts.  
To know these three elements (marriage theory, intimacy, and conflict resolution) 
helps to identify what couples are thinking about their relationship and how they view it. 
Also, it provides insights on how to help them to be intimate and to deal with problems.   
Since the aim of this project is to help couples to build strong marriages and healthy 
relationships, the literature review presented in this chapter shows what needs to be 
considered when implementing a project to enrich marriage.
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CHAPTER 4 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVENTION 
This section describes the general aspects that were considered to implement the 
program: purpose, objectives, and content. Besides, it considers the aspects of its 
implementation, namely, the methodology, participants’ recruitment, place of meeting, 
and frequency of sessions. 
Development of the Seminar 
Over three million couples have taken the highly effective Prepare-Enrich 
program. National studies have demonstrated that the program is highly effective in 
helping couples develop their strengths and overcome ongoing issues. Recent studies 
have demonstrated significant relational improvement for couples using Prepare-Enrich 
in a group setting (Futris, Barton, Aholou, & Seponski, 2011). Hence, this program was 
the one used to enrich marital relationships. 
Purpose 
The purpose of the seminar was to enrich marital relationships among the 
members of South Bend Hispanic SDA by using the Prepare-Enrich program. 
Objectives 
The seminar had several primary objectives: 
1. Help couples celebrate their strengths and identify their growth areas. 
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2. Encourage couples to dialogue about their relationship in meaningful and 
productive ways. 
3. Increase practical relationship skills in communication, conflict resolution, 
closeness, flexibility, and financial management. 
4. Increase understanding of relationship issues in such areas as personality, 
affection and sex, and family of origin.  
Contents 
The seminar contained the following topics: 
1. Sharing Strength & Growth Areas. All couples have some “relationship 
strengths” areas they feel positive about and areas in which they struggle. These may be 
called “Growth Areas” because they can grow and improve by learning new skills and 
working on the relationship. 
2. Personal Stress Profile. Based on results from 20,000 married couples who 
took the Prepare-Enrich inventory, the top five stressors were: spouse, job, feeling 
emotionally upset, inadequate income, too much to do around the home (Larson & Olson, 
2009). No matter the source, stress will affect your relationship. Stress can be positive or 
negative, but some stress is normal and good. Life would be boring without some 
challenges. Too much stress can cause emotional, physical, and relational problems.  
3. Communication: Assertiveness & Active Listening. There are two 
important communication skills. One is a speaking skill called “assertiveness.” The other 
is a listening skill called “active listening.” Assertiveness is the ability to express your 
feelings and ask for what you want in the relationship. Assertive individuals express their 
feelings and take responsibility for their messages by using “I” statements. Active 
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listening is the ability to let your partner know you understand them by restating their 
message. Listen attentively, without interrupting, and restate both the content and the 
feelings communicated by the speaker.  
4. Conflict Resolution. All couples have differences and disagreements. 
Happiness is more related to how conflict is handled, rather than the number of 
disagreements experienced by a couple. “Happiness is not the absence of conflict, but 
flows from the ability to cope with it” (Author unknown, as cited in Deal & Olson, 2011, 
p. 169). 
5. Financial Management. There are three important concepts related to 
finances. These include setting financial goals, establishing a budget, and understanding 
the meaning of money. 
6. Sexuality, Romance & Affection. Every family has their own comfort zone 
for expressing affection. Some families express affection verbally, while others are 
physical and more comfortable with hugs or kisses. Still other families might express 
affection in subtle ways, such as serving one another through acts of kindness. There is 
no “right” or “wrong” way to express affection, but your family will shape your 
expectations in this area. Expressing affection is, to a large degree, a learned skill. 
7. Closeness & Flexibility. Closeness refers to how emotionally connected you 
feel to your partner and/or family. The extremes range from “disconnected” to “overly 
connected.” Closeness looks specifically at how one balances separateness and 
togetherness, independence versus dependence, and loyalty and connection. Flexibility 
refers to how open couples and families are to change. The extremes on this dimension 
range from “inflexible,” which might feel rigid, to “overly flexible,” which might feel 
 51 
chaotic. Flexibility looks specifically at openness to change, flexibility in leadership, how 
roles are defined and shared, and handling discipline. 
Participants  
To participate in the Seminar, the persons had to be members of South Bend 
Hispanic SDA. While it was expected participants would be married, unmarried people 
could listen-in if they were at least 18 years of age. Such age restriction allowed to both 
presenter and participants to speak openly on marital matters. 
Role of Instructor 
The goal of the group leader was to facilitate the learning process for each couple 
in the group. To accomplish this, the instructor did the following: 
1. Provided caring, attentive leadership. 
2. Provided clear descriptions of the program guidelines. 
3. Kept the group focused and on schedule. 
4. Provided illustrations of program topics. 
5. Facilitated couple’s learning through the various exercises. 
6. Facilitated group learning through group sharing and discussion. 
7. Shared personal experiences, as appropriate. 
Materials  
Participants received the couple’s workbook of the Prepare-Enrich program, 
independent of whether they were participating with their spouse or not. In this way, they 
were able to fill out the questionnaire with privacy. Although the seminar was free, 
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participants were required to contribute five dollars for the materials: couple’s workbook, 
pencils, couple’s reports, and certificates of participation.  
The couple’s workbook is available to purchase online through the Prepare-Enrich 
website. However, at the time when the seminar was implemented, it was not available in 
Spanish. Accordingly, it was necessary to make copies. The original was provided by the 
presenter because only certified Prepare-Enrich facilitators have online access to it. The 
coordinator of family ministry of the South Bend Hispanic SDA made himself 
responsible for copying the couple’s workbook. He collected the money and made the 
copy one week before. 
The instructor also required use of a projector in order to make the presentations. 
Therefore, the director of the technology ministry at the church was contacted to offer 
support. The Laptop and the laser pointer were brought by the presenter. 
Design of Each Section 
Each session in the Group Program was covered in gatherings lasting 50 minutes. 
The instructor followed recommendations provided by the Prepare-Enrich program on 
leading the meeting. 
1. Welcome: At the entrance was placed a deaconess to greet group members as 
they arrived. Also, she provided them materials for the seminar. The presenter took time 
to greet participants during the session. 
2. Ice Breaker: These questions are designed to be a fun way for group 
members to get to know one another and gear up for sharing their thoughts about the 
session topics. The leader asked each person to respond. There was no hesitation to start 
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the ice-breaker questions on time. Those arriving late did not miss core content, but those 
who arrived on time felt good about getting started on schedule. 
3. Group Discussion: Each session began with a question to engage the 
participants to begin discussing some aspect of the session topic. These opening 
questions were designed to elicit thoughts and opinions on the topic, without being overly 
personal or intrusive. Since the group was small, the questions were posed to the whole 
group. 
4. Teaching Points: The instructor offered insights for each session. He also 
narrated several anecdotes related with the topic for the session 
5. Couple’s Exercise: Couples were encouraged to have their discussions apart 
from the rest of the group. Since enough space was available in the church facility, 
couples were able to move to different areas of the building to have more privacy.  
6. Group Wrap Up: Couples were brought back together for a closing group 
discussion. At this point, they had the chance to share their reactions to the concepts and 
exercise presented in the session. Personal reflections and insights were welcomed. 
Ground Rules for Sessions 
To keep control of the group, four rules were taken into account in each session, 
as suggested by the Prepare-Enrich program.  
1. Everything shared in the group is confidential. Confidentiality means not 
sharing or discussing any information learned in the group with anyone other than the 
partner.  
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2. All sharing with other couples in the group is voluntary. There were 
opportunities for discussion with other couples in the group. Individuals and couples 
were never forced to share with the group. 
3. When sharing in the group, speak for yourselves and not for your 
partner. To remember this idea, participants were requested to make “I” statements 
rather than “we” statements. For example, it was acceptable to say “I feel” or “I think” 
but not “We believe.” 
4. Before sharing about their couple relationship, first “check it out” with 
your partner. Persons were specifically advised to ask their partner before sharing 
something personal about their relationship.  
Place of Sessions  
The place of meeting was in the South Bend Hispanic SDA’s facility, which is 
located at 156 South Lombardy Drive, South Bend, Indiana. The strategy of such 
procedure was (a) to limit the expenses of renting another place and (b) to facilitate the 
attendance of the members to a place already accessible to them. 
Frequency of the Sessions  
The program was carried out in one weekend. Seven sessions, one per topic, were 
planned: Two sessions on Friday, three on Saturday, and two on Sunday. Each session 
was programmed to last 50 minutes. At the end of the seminar, participants were able to 
evaluate the presenter, the seminar content, the couple and group discussion, and the 
program itself. 
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Program for a Weekend  
Friday evening  
7:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.    Greetings and General Information  
7:30 p.m. – 8:20 p.m.    First session: Sharing Strength and Growth Areas  
8:20 p.m. – 8:30 p.m.   Break  
8:30 p.m. – 9:20 p.m.   Second session: Couple Stress  
 
Saturday  
10:00 a.m. – 10:50 a.m.   Third session: Communication 
4:00 p.m. – 4:50 p.m.    Fourth session: Conflict Resolution 
5:00 p.m. – 5:20 p.m.   Break  
5:20 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.   Fifth session: Financial Management 
 
Sunday 
9:00 a.m. – 10:50 a.m.   Sixth session: Sexuality, Romance, and Affection. 
10:50 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  Break 
11:00 a.m. – 11:50 a.m.   Seventh session: Closeness and Flexibility 
11:50 – 12:20 p.m.    Final wrap-up session 
Program Implementation  
This section considers the way in which the project was implemented. Firstly, a 
description of the preparations carried out by the local Pastor and the church board. Later, 
it considers some concepts that were taken into account during the development of the 
program, like the presentation of the classes, the relation with the participants and the 
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practical aspect of the program. Finally, some aspects following the program are 
considered.  
Before the Seminar  
This section describes some details taken into account before initiating the 
program.  
Authorization  
The family director presented the project to the church board in order to gain their 
support and to be able to continue ahead with the preparations. In this meeting, the 
church board agreed to host the program on the date May 2-4, 2014. 
After receiving approval from the church board, the family director presented the 
plan to the members of the church. In that meeting, the benefits of the program on the 
church were emphasized.  
Publicity  
In order to inform the local church members, flyers and billboards were designed 
and distributed among the church members. All the members were informed. Since the 
program was for a select group (couples), it was necessary to report which were the 
requirements to participate.  
Prior Evaluation  
Before starting the session, the instructor did an evaluation to see the condition in 
which the participants were found. This evaluation covered, in general form, all the areas 
of the instruction that was presented. In this way, it was possible to evaluate the 
participants’ progression upon taking the seminar.  
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During the Program  
Once all the above steps were undertaken, the program was ready to be initiated. 
However, in order to have successful sessions, the following observations were 
considered during the execution of the program.  
Sessions  
The instructor extended a warm welcome to the participants. Then the objectives 
for each session as well as a brief description of the content were mentioned. After that, 
the instructor proceeded to start the first session, encouraging each participant to be 
involved in the discussion. At the same time, the time was controlled, so all the content 
may be covered  
Attendance  
The importance that all participants attended each session was emphasized, so 
they may obtain the major profit of the program. The regular attendance helped the 
evaluation of the program to be possible. To stimulate members to attend, it was asked 
that the pastor be present in all the sessions. However, this was not possible because the 
pastor was in transition at that particular time. 
Practical Aspects  
The practical aspects of the program were considered as important as the 
theoretical instruction. What was sought was not only to instruct couples but to help them 
to internalize the learned concepts for use in their marriage.  
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Assessing Learning  
At the end of each session, a partial evaluation was done. The instructor first 
offered a brief summary and emphasized which aspects should be recalled and applied. 
Later, for the purpose of reaffirming learnt concept, couples were requested to share 
some of the resolutions they intended to practice.  
Upon concluding the program, participants were asked to evaluate the presenters, 
the program, the materials given, and the activities. In this manner, it was identified how 
participants appraised the implementation of the project. 
After the Program  
Upon concluding the series of sessions was necessary to measure the 
effectiveness of the program for the church. Participants were encouraged not only to put 
into practice what they had learned but also to share it with others. In this way, the effect 
of the program will be to some extent also upon those who interact with the participants 
Evaluation of the Program  
For the purpose of improving the program, it was necessary to have at the end a 
complete evaluation. This evaluation considered the progression that each participant had 
concerning theoretical concepts as well as the practical suggestions that resulted from the 
group discussion.  
Final Evaluation  
The final evaluation considered to what extent the general objectives of the 
program were reached. This evaluation was done by the instructor based on 
questionnaires applied to the participants. The questionnaires contained three areas of 
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evaluation: the theoretical aspects, the practical aspects, and the utility of the program in 
the compliance of the marriage.  
Theoretical Aspects  
The evaluation of the program considered the following aspects:  
1. Which were the progression that had the participants as for theoretical know-
how? To know this, the result of the final evaluation and the prior evaluation were 
compared.  
2. It was important that the participants express their opinions with respect to the 
program. They were asked if the program fulfilled their expectations.  
3. Participants were asked regarding their future plans and commitment to 
intentionally enrich their marriage.  
4. Based on the evaluations, it was considered whether it was necessary to do 
modifications to the presentation concerning the topics. Other elements were analyzed 
that could influence the profit of the seminar, such as, methodology, materials, type of 
participants, or the practical aspect.  
5. The pastor of the church was consulted in order to gain with his/her opinion on 
the utility of the program for his/her church, and how it could be improved it, so the 
seminar would turn out to be more useful. 
Practical Aspects  
The organizers of the program analyzed if the practical aspects had good results. 
To evaluate the practical aspects, participants were asked whether the activities were 
adequate, or the spiritual privacy of the participants was violated, or any activity resulted 
offensive for some. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
OUTCOMES AND EVALUATION 
Couple Evaluation 
Participants were required to fill out the Three Couple Scales by Prepare-Enrich. 
Such scales are only designed for couple research, not for clinical work. Besides, it 
cannot be used or copied without written permission.  
The Three Couple Scales contain the Satisfaction, Communication, and Conflict 
Resolution scales. The inventory has 30 questions distributed evenly for each scale. This 
means that each scale has ten questions. The approach to scaling participants’ response is 
the Likert scale with a format of five-levels: Strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, 
and strongly disagree. 
Satisfaction Scale 
The Satisfaction Scale measures how pleased couple are with their couple 
relationship by surveying ten areas of the couple’s marriage: personality, role 
responsibilities, communication, conflict resolution, financial concerns, management of 
leisure time, sexual relationship, parental responsibilities, relationships with family and 
friends, and religious orientation. 
Ten questions distributed throughout the questionnaire belong to the Satisfaction 
Scale. The first question of the inventory focuses on couple satisfaction. “I am happy 
with how we resolve conflicts.” Although the majority (67%) responded to feeling happy 
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with the way they resolve conflict, there was still a considerable amount of people feeling 
unhappy (20%). The remaining percentage was undecided (see Table 6). 
Table 6 
Question on Satisfaction 1   
I am happy with how we resolve conflicts Question 1 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 3 18% 
4 = Agree 8 47% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 1 6% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
The following question of the Satisfaction Scale is number four. It says “I am 
concerned about the quality of our communication.” The participants’ response reveals 
that majority (53%) is concerned with the quality of communication in their marital 
answered (see Table 7). 
Table 7 
Question on Satisfaction 2   
I am concerned about the quality of our 
communication 
Question 4 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 3 18% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
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Concerning how participants feel about the distribution of the household tasks, 
only a minority (12%) expressed unconformity. Since the same amount of men and 
women were participants, it indicates that both genders feel fine regarding their roles in 
the household tasks (see Table 8). 
Table 8 
Question on Satisfaction 3   
I feel good about how we have divided 
household chores 
Question 7 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 4 24% 
4 = Agree 10 59% 
3 = Undecided 1 6% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
For the question number 10, participants were asked to answer how they feel 
about their partner’s personality characteristics or personal habits. Out of 17, six persons 
(36%) answered that their partner’s personal habits does negatively affect their feelings. 
Four (24%) felt neutral; whereas seven (41%) expressed that their partner’s personality 
characteristics were an obstacle to their happiness (see Table 9). 
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Table 9 
Question on Satisfaction 4   
I am unhappy with some of my partner’s 
personality characteristics or personal habits 
Question 10 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 1 6% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 4 24% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
The question to which participants expressed highest concern was number 13, 
which said, “I wish my partner and I shared more activities that we both found 
enjoyable.” Fourteen people (82%) answered positively this question. The other three 
(18%) gave a neutral response. This means that no one is opposed to experiencing new 
activities (see Table 10).  
Table 10 
Question on Satisfaction 5   
I wish my partner and I shared more activities 
that we both found enjoyable 
Question 13 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 7 41% 
4 = Agree 7 41% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 0 0% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  17 100% 
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As to finance, participants responded differently. They were asked to answer if 
they have difficulty deciding how to handle their finances. While seven (41%) agreed, 
eight (47%) disagreed to the question. Two were undecided (12%). Since almost the 
same amount of participants were divided, it is possible that each partner responded 
oppositely. But this cannot be confirmed because it is also possible to see the difference 
by couples and not by individual: While some couples did not have difficulty, others 
expressed difficulty (see Table 11). 
Table 11 
Question on Satisfaction 6   
We have difficulty deciding how to handle our 
finances 
Question 16 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 5 29% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 6 35% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Question number 19 focused on the participants’ sexual satisfaction. Although 
most of them (71%) agreed to have a satisfying and fulfilling sexual relationship, four 
(24%) feel neutral and one (6%) disagreed (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 
Question on Satisfaction 7   
Our sexual relationship is satisfying and 
fulfilling to me 
Question 19 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 4 24% 
4 = Agree 8 47% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 1 6% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
In question 22, participants were asked about how their partner’s friends or family 
interfere with their relationship. Only a minority (18%) considered these two groups as a 
threat to their marital relationship (see Table 13). 
Table 13 
Question on Satisfaction 8   
Sometimes my partner’s friends or family 
interfere with our relationship 
Question 22 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 0 0% 
4 = Agree 3 18% 
3 = Undecided 1 6% 
2 = Disagree 6 35% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 7 41% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Another question of the Satisfaction Scales was number 25, which said, “I am 
satisfied with how we share the responsibilities of raising our children.” Two persons 
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responded N/A (non-applicable) to this question, possibly because they still do not have 
children. That means that only 15 persons responded. Eleven of them (73%) said to be 
satisfied with the way they share their responsibilities of raising their children. Three feel 
neutral and only one disagreed. That means that for the majority of the participants 
raising their children did not constitute any issues in their relationship (see Table 14). 
Table 14 
Question on Satisfaction 9   
I am satisfied with how we share the 
responsibilities of raising our children 
Question 25 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 5 33% 
4 = Agree 6 40% 
3 = Undecided 3 20% 
2 = Disagree 1 7% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  15 100% 
 
 
The last question, number 30, in the questionnaire explored the role of the 
participants’ religion to their marital relationship. Thirteen (76%) asserted that their 
spiritual beliefs played an important role in their closeness (see Table 15).  
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Table 15 
Question on Satisfaction 10   
My partner and I feel closer because of our 
spiritual beliefs 
Question 30 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 5 29% 
4 = Agree 8 47% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 0 0% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Communication Scale 
The Communication scale “measures the quality of a couple’s communication” by 
surveying individual’s feelings, beliefs, and attitudes about the communication in his/her 
relationship. Question 2 belongs to this scale. It says, “I can express my true feelings to 
my partner.” Most participants (65%) agreed to the question. Only three (18%) disagreed 
to it. The remaining three (18%) were undecided (see Table 16). 
Table 16 
Question on Communication 1   
I can express my true feelings to my partner Question 2 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 9 53% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
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In the area of communication, question 5 asked if their partner often refuses to 
talk about when they are having a problem. Seven (41%) responded positively. But nine 
(53%) responded negatively. When the participants’ answers are compared with their 
answers in question two, it indicates that participants were answering sincerely. In 
question two they responded that they can express their true feeling. Their answer in 
question 5 suggests that is true even when they are having problem (see Table 17). 
Table 17 
Question on Communication 2   
When we are having a problem, my partner 
often refuses to talk about it 
Question 5 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 5 29% 
3 = Undecided 1 6% 
2 = Disagree 8 47% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Question number 8 said, “my partner sometimes makes comments that put me 
down.” Although a great amount (36%) disagreed with this statement, five (29%) agreed 
with it. The rest (35%) feel neutral (see Table 18). 
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Table 18 
Question on Communication 3   
My partner sometimes makes comments that put 
me down 
Question 8 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 0 0% 
4 = Agree 5 29% 
3 = Undecided 6 35% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 4 24% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Concerning their wish, participants were asked if they would like their partner to 
be more willing to express their feelings. Twelve (73%) answered positively. Only three 
(18%) answered that they feel comfortable in the way it is. Two (12%) were undecided 
(see Table 19). 
Table 19 
Question on Communication 4   
I wish my partner were more willing to share 
his/her feelings with me 
Question 11 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 10 59% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
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To the statement “sometimes it is hard for me to ask my partner for what I want,” 
seven participants (41%) considered it to be true. However, eight people (47%) disagreed 
with the statement. This suggests that, contrary to the answers in question two, 
participants were not always willing to express their true feelings (see Table 20). 
Table 20 
Question on Communication 5   
Sometimes it is hard for me to ask my partner 
for what I want 
Question 14 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 0 0% 
4 = Agree 7 41% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 6 35% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
The next question of the Communication Scale was number 17, which said, 
“Sometimes I have trouble believing everything my partner tells me.” To this statement, 
the group was divided. Seven (41%) expressed agreement, whereas eight (47%) 
expressed disagreement. Two (12%) were undecided (see Table 21).  
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Table 21 
Question on Communication 6   
Sometimes I have trouble believing everything 
my partner tells me 
Question 17 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 1 6% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 5 29% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
In question number 20, participants expressed their view about their partner’s 
listening skills. Most of them (76%) considered their partner as a good listener. The 
minority (12%) considered their partner as a bad listener. Others (12%) were uncertain 
(see Table 22). 
Table 22 
Question on Communication 7   
My partner is a very good listener Question 20 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 7 41% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  17 100% 
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Question number 23 queries how much participants think their partner 
understands how they feel. Nine (53%) answered that their partner often does not 
understand how they feel. The remaining eight were divided: four answered neutrally and 
four answered that their partner does understand how they feel (see Table 23). 
Table 23 
Question on Communication 8   
My partner often doesn’t understand how I feel Question 23 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 7 41% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Regarding question 26, it was asked how satisfied participants are talking with 
their partner. A great amount (70%) said that they are very satisfied. From the rest, three 
(18%) said that they are not satisfied and two (12%) were uncertain (see Table 24). 
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Table 24 
Question on Communication 9   
I am very satisfied with how my partner and I 
talk with each other 
Question 26 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 7 41% 
4 = Agree 5 29% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
The last question belonging to the Communication Scale is number 29, whose 
statement was, “it is difficult for me to share negative feelings with my partner.” Nine 
(53%) responded positively; four responded neutrally; and four responded negatively (see 
Table 25). 
Table 25 
Question on Communication 10   
It is difficult for me to share negative feelings 
with my partner 
Question 29 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 0 0% 
4 = Agree 9 53% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
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Conflict Resolution 
The Conflict Resolution scale is the last scale of Three Couple Scales developed 
by Prepare-Enrich program. It measures the ability of a couple to discuss and resolve 
differences. It assesses an individual’s attitudes, feelings and beliefs toward the existence 
and resolution of conflict in his/her relationship. Items focus on the openness of partners 
to recognize and resolve issues, the strategies and procedures used to end arguments, and 
their satisfaction with the way problems are resolved. 
The first question belonging to this scale is number three, which asks about the 
attitude of a person to end an argument whether giving in too quickly or not. Of all the 
questions asked, this received the most ambivalence: On one hand, three strongly agreed 
and three agreed in giving in too quickly; on the other hand, two disagreed and three 
strongly disagreed. The six remaining participants were undecided. In this way, it can be 
noticed that a similar amount of people identified themselves with each range of answers: 
six agreed, five disagreed, and six were undecided (see Table 26). 
Table 26 
Question on Conflict Resolution 1   
To end an argument, I tend to give in too quickly Question 3 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 3 18% 
4 = Agree 3 18% 
3 = Undecided 6 35% 
2 = Disagree 2 12% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 3 18% 
Total  17 100% 
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The second question focuses on the similarities or dissimilarities of the method(s) 
couples use to solve their disagreements. Almost the majority (47%) responded to have 
different ideas about the best way to solve their disagreements. Six people (35%), 
however, claimed not to have dissimilarities and the remaining three (18%) were unsure 
(see Table 27).  
Table 27 
Question on Conflict Resolution 2   
My partner and I have very different ideas about the 
best way to solve our disagreements 
Question 6 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 1 6% 
4 = Agree 7 41% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 4 24% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Question number 9 asked about how people understand their partner’ opinions 
and ideas when they are discussing. Eight (47%) claimed to understand; while five (30%) 
said that they do not understand. Four (24%) affirmed to have a neutral understanding 
about their partner’s opinions and ideas (see Table 28). 
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Table 28 
Question on Conflict Resolution 3   
When we discuss problems, my partner understands 
my opinions and ideas 
Question 9 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Also participants were asked if they can share their feelings and ideas with their 
partner during a disagreements. The majority (77%) responded positively. Consequently, 
only a minority has either a neutral (12%) or problematic (12%) power for expressing 
their feelings during conflicts (see Table 29). 
Table 29 
Question on Conflict Resolution 4   
Even during disagreements, I can share my feelings 
and ideas with my partner 
Question 12 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 11 65% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 1 6% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
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As to whether participants have serious disputes over unimportant issues with 
their partner, the majority said yes (59%). From the remaining seven participants, five 
(30%) answered no and two (12%) said to be unsure (see Table 30). 
Table 30 
Question on Conflict Resolution 5   
Sometimes we have serious disputes over unimportant 
issues 
Question 15 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 3 18% 
4 = Agree 7 41% 
3 = Undecided 2 12% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Question number 18 was similar to question number three. Both focus on the 
attitude of the couple toward solving conflict. In number three, the focus was on the 
attitude of the couple to end conflict; here the focus is on the attitude of the couple to 
avoid rising of a conflict. Unlike question number three, nevertheless, the majority (59%) 
of participants said that they comply with their partner to avoid conflict. Five (29%) 
answered that they are neutral. Only two (12%) said they do not go out their way to avoid 
conflict with their partner. When the participants’ answers for question number 18 are 
compared with question 3, the data shows that respondents were more likely to give in to 
avoid conflict (59%) but not to end it (36%) (see Table 31). 
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Table 31 
Question on Conflict Resolution 6   
I go out of my way to avoid conflict with my partner Question 18 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 8 47% 
3 = Undecided 5 29% 
2 = Disagree 1 6% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Concerning the question 21, which says “At times I feel some of our differences 
never get resolved,” no consensus was achieved. Six (36%) of them agreed to the 
statement whereas eight (48%) disagreed. The other three (18%) did not take a position 
(see Table 32). 
Table 32 
Question on Conflict Resolution 7   
At times I feel some of our differences never get 
resolved 
Question 21 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 4 24% 
3 = Undecided 3 18% 
2 = Disagree 4 24% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 4 24% 
Total  17 100% 
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In the question 28, participants were asked whether they feel responsible for the 
problem or not. The minority (18%) affirmed that they end up feeling responsible. The 
remaining fourteen respondents were evenly divided: On one hand, seven (41%) 
answered that they do not feel responsible for the problem, and on the other hand, seven 
(41%) were not sure what to answer (see Table 33). 
Table 33 
Question on Conflict Resolution 8   
When we argue, I usually end up feeling responsible 
for the problem 
Question 24 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 2 12% 
4 = Agree 1 6% 
3 = Undecided 7 41% 
2 = Disagree 5 29% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 12% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
Question 27 focused on the participants’ speaking attitude to avoid hurting their 
partner during a dispute. The majority (53%) said they try to say nothing to avoid hurting 
their partner. The rest were evenly divided: four (24%) decide to speak regardless their 
partner’s feelings; whereas four (24%) were undecided (see Table 34). 
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Table 34 
Question on Conflict Resolution 9   
To avoid hurting my partner’s feelings during an 
argument, I tend to say nothing 
Question 27 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 3 18% 
4 = Agree 6 35% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 3 18% 
1 = Strongly Disagree 1 6% 
Total  17 100% 
 
 
The last question belonging to the Conflict Resolution scales is question 28. 
Participants were asked the following question: “At times my partner does not take our 
disagreements seriously.” Almost the majority (47%) disagreed with the statement. From 
the remaining nine, five agreed and four were undecided (see Table 35). 
Table 35 
Question on Conflict Resolution 10   
At times my partner does not take our disagreements 
seriously 
Question 28 Percentage 
5 = Strongly Agree 0 0% 
4 = Agree 5 29% 
3 = Undecided 4 24% 
2 = Disagree 5 29$ 
1 = Strongly Disagree 3 18% 
Total  17 100% 
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Program Evaluation 
At the end of the Prepare-Enrich seminar, each participant received an evaluation 
sheet. The Program Evaluation sheet included four sections: Presenter, materials, couple 
and group discussion, and overall evaluation of program. The section does not have the 
same amount of questions; in fact, they decreased at a rate of one: Presenter (5 
questions), materials (4 questions), couple and group discussion (3 questions), and overall 
evaluation of program (2 questions). The scale of each section goes from one to five, 
being five “strongly agree,” three “unsure,” and one “strongly disagree” (quantitative 
data). Since in the seminar was not used the couple report of Prepare-Enrich, which is 
given only to those taking the online couple-test, participants were not required to fill out 
that section. Besides these four sections, the evaluation sheet included two open-ended 
questions (qualitative data) about the program. 
Unlike the couple’s Workbook, the evaluation sheet was provided in English. 
However, to avoid confusion, a translation was offered to everyone from the pulpit along 
with an explanation to each question. Although 17 individuals participated in each 
activity of the seminar, only eight of them answered the program evaluation sheet.  
Presenter’s Evaluation 
The first question asked the participants how clear the presenter was during his 
exposition. All of them gave very positive answer: Seven (87.5%) strongly agreed with 
the clarity of the presenter and only one person agreed partially (12.5%) (see Table 36).  
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Table 36 
Question on the Presenter 1   
Presenter was very clear Question 1 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 7 87.5% 
Partially Agree 1 12.5% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
As to how interesting the presenter was, answers were likewise to question one. 
Seven (87.5%) strongly agreed that the presenter was interesting; the one left (12.5%) 
agreed only partially (see Table 37). 
Table 37 
Question on the Presenter 2   
Presenter was interesting Question 2 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 7 87.5% 
Partially Agree 1 12.5% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
Although the seminar was given in two days, based on the answers given it seems 
that participants felt that the time was satisfactory. Seven of them (87.5%) said that they 
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strongly agree, whereas one of them (12.5%) said that he/she partially agrees (see Table 
38).  
Table 38 
Question on the Presenter 3   
Presenter made good use of time Question 3 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 7 87.5% 
Partially Agree 1 12.5% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
The fourth question focused on the presenter’s ability to answer the questions 
asked during the seminar in a proper way. Although like the other questions participants 
gave positive answers, the percentage slightly decreased: Six (75%) strongly agreed and 
two (25%) partially agreed (see Table 39).  
Table 39 
Questions on the Presenter 4   
Presenter answered questions well Question 4 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 6 75% 
Partially Agree 2 25% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
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Finally, participants were asked how well organized they noticed the presenter 
was. The answers again were very positive. Seven (87.5%) strongly agreed and one 
(12.5%) partially agreed (see Table 40). 
Table 40 
Question on the Presenter 5   
Presenter was well organized Question 5 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 7 87.5% 
Partially Agree 1 12.5% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
Couple and Group Discussion 
As part of the seminar, couple and group discussion was expected. The couple 
discussion sections were carried out with the purpose of helping couples integrate their 
learning into practical and personal terms. To evaluate how effective they felt these 
sections were, three questions were asked to participants. 
The first question asked participants to the usefulness of having time during the 
seminar to discuss with his/her partner the topics taught. Six (75%) said the couple 
discussion were very helpful to them. The remaining two (25%) said that the couple 
discussion were partially helpful to them (see Table 41). This indicates that participants 
considered constructive having time to talk with his/her partner as paramount part of the 
seminar.  
 85 
Table 41 
Question on the Couple and Group Discussion 1 
Couple exercises were helpful to us Question 1 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 6 75% 
Partially Agree 2 25% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
Significantly, while participants strongly conceded the couple discussions to be 
helpful, a lesser percentage esteemed it as valuable. Five (62.5%) strongly agreed that 
they were valuable. The other three (37.5%) agreed only partially (see Table 42). This 
slight variation could have been due to the unwillingness of a couple to discuss topics at 
the time and place assigned. In other words, what makes a discussion valuable is the 
positive outcome resulting from it.  
Table 42 
Question on the Couple and Group Discussion 2 
Our couple discussion was valuable to us Question 2 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 5 62.5% 
Partially Agree 3 37.5% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
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The last question on the couple and group discussion addressed the effectiveness 
of having not only couple discussion but also group discussion. Half (4) strongly agreed 
that the group discussions were helpful; the other half (4) partially agreed to the question 
(see Table 43). Although the answers to this question reported the lower percentage 
within this section, the eight respondents agreed that the group discussions offered some 
kind of helpfulness.  
Table 43 
Question on the Couple and Group Discussion 3 
Group discussion were helpful Question 3 Percentage 
Strongly Agree 4 50% 
Partially Agree 4 50% 
Unsure 0 0% 
Partially Disagree 0 0% 
Strongly Disagree 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
Overall Evaluation of the Program 
Finally, participants were asked to give an overall evaluation of the program. 
Unlike the previous sections, in this part was taken both quantitative (two questions) and 
qualitative data (two questions).  
The first question asked was, “Overall, how good was the program? Their 
answers show that they considered the program to be very good. Seven (87.5%) gave the 
highest point on the scales (Excellent); the one remaining (12.5%) gave almost the 
highest point (very good) (see Table 44). 
 87 
Table 44 
Question on the Program 1 
Overall, how good was the program? Question 1 Percentage 
Excellent 7 87.5% 
Very good 1 12.5% 
Good 0 0% 
Fair 0 0% 
Poor 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
The last closed-ended question focused on the sharing of the program to other 
couples. Respondents were asked if they would recommend the program to other couples. 
All of them highly agreed (see Table 45).  
 
Table 45 
Question on the Program 2 
Would you recommend this program to other couples? Question 2 Percentage 
Highly 8 100% 
Very probable 0 0% 
Somewhat 0 0% 
Little probable 0 0% 
No 0 0% 
Total  8 100% 
 
 
The last two questions offered respondents the chance to express themselves 
openly about the program. The first question was, “What did you most like about the 
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program?” Answers varied. Three (50%) said they like most the topics presented. Two 
(33.2%) identified the topics on communication as the best topics. One (16.6%) said that 
finding out the likes and dislikes of his/her partner was most valuable. Another (16.6%) 
said the couple and group discussion were the best, while another (16.6%) liked most the 
clarity of the program (see Table 46). 
Table 46 
Question on the Program 3 
What did you most like about the program? Question 3 Percentage 
The topics 3 50% 
Finding out my partner likes and dislikes 1 16.6% 
Couple and group discussion 1 16.6% 
Clarity  1 16.6% 
Total  6 100% 
  
 
Finally, respondents were asked to provide to feedback on how the program could 
be improved. Several suggestions were given. As to the program, it was recommended 
only to allow more couple and group participations. Two other suggestions were also 
given, but they focused on the church. Respondents suggested promoting the program 
better and inviting more couples, even from other churches or the community (see Table 
47). 
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Table 47 
Question on the Program 4 
How could the program be improved? Question 4 Percentage 
More couple participations 1 33.3% 
More publicity 1 33.3% 
Inviting more couples 1 33.3% 
Total  3 100% 
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CHAPTER 6 
 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Synopsis of the Project 
The problem of the divorce rate increase in the SDA Church in North America 
was the basis for this study. It was observed that over the past 35 years (1974-2009) 
among Adventists in North America, there has been a decline in the percentage of 
couples still in their first marriage (from 81% in 1974 to 58% in 2009), which is very 
similar to the decline (in percentage) of married couples (from 82% in 1970 to 48% in 
2010) in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  
Although the SDA Adventist church recognizes the possibility that some 
individuals will not survive in marriage, its aim on family is that its church members may 
experience marital satisfaction at the highest level in their relationship.  
Through an examination of the marital relationship presented in Scripture, it was 
evidenced that both the Old and New Testaments agree on how the husband and the wife 
should relate each other, specifically, how it was “in the beginning.” This indicates that 
although it was recognized the dynamic of husband and wife relationship was affected by 
the fall of humankind, a hope for restoration was envisioned. Thus, the ultimate goal of 
all marriages is to live according to God’s original purpose for marriage as is described in 
Genesis 1–2. 
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Also, literature on marriage was reviewed in order to get acquainted with the 
current understanding on marriage among scholars. The survey showed that scholars are 
in agreement in that intimacy is essential to any healthy marital relationship. But since 
intimacy develops through conflict resolution, couples must learn to deal with conflicts. 
Thus, it was justified which skills couples need in order to enrich their marriages. 
To help couples to enrich their marriage, it was convenient to use the Prepare-
Enrich Program since it is designed to build strong marriages and healthy relationships 
and is widely used. The chosen group was the couples of the South Bend Hispanic SDA, 
which is located at 156 South Lombardy Drive, South Bend, Indiana. This project used 
the Prepare-Enrich Three Couple Scales, which contain the Satisfaction, Communication, 
and Conflict Resolution scales, to evaluate the current marital situations of the 
participating couples. It was implemented within one weekend. The seminar covered the 
content of the Prepare-Enrich couple’s workbook. Each session in the group program was 
covered in gatherings lasting fifty minutes. The recommendations of the Prepare-Enrich 
program on leading the meetings were followed. 
The Prepare-Enrich inventory revealed very precisely the level of satisfaction, 
communication, and conflict resolution among the participating couples. This was very 
helpful to determine which topics needed to be covered during the seminar. According to 
the test, most couples belonged to the traditional marriage relationship type. This kind of 
couple needs to work their communication skills and conflict resolution. Therefore, the 
seminar was focused mainly on helping the couples in these two areas. The seminar 
proved to be helpful to them. 
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Recommendations 
For Coordinator 
It is suggested that the seminar be done in a facility other than the church. 
Otherwise, some problems may be arise. For example, since the program is carried out on 
Sabbath morning, participating couples or the church attendants will be negatively 
affected. If it is not possible to carry the program in a different place, the main Sabbath 
service should not be affected, granting that the sermon should be adapted to keep the 
spirit of the program. 
It is recommended that pens (not pencils) be given to the participants to fill out 
the evaluation. This will make possible for the questionnaires be readable if they are 
scanned.  
In order to keep the participants’ privacy, each participant should be assigned an 
individual pin number. In that way, participants will feel more comfortable answering 
honestly the individual and group activities. If it is desired to relate the result of the 
husband to the wife or vice versa, couples should share one particular character in the 
personal identification number. For example, one spouse may be assigned the personal 
identification number “1a,” while the other may be assigned the pin “1b.”   
On another note, as much as possible, daycare should be offered for the 
participants’ children. Couples will be engaging in many activities, which will be 
awkward to do them if they are with their child(ren).  
The seminar may end with a marriage renewal ceremony. Couples may be 
encouraged to use either wedding clothes or formal clothes. Such a ceremony may help 
trigger couples to feel a sense of renewal in their marriage.  
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For Couples 
Participants should try to participate in the seminar alongside their spouses. 
Although there are many individual activities, there are also activities for the couples. In 
doing so, both husband and wife may be on the same track. In that way, it is more 
probable that the acquired learning may be implemented.  
Furthermore, couples need to place their child(ren) into the care of someone else: 
other parents, church daycare, or relatives, for example. This will facilitate that they may 
fully engage in the activities rather than be distracted by their children. 
For the Program Itself 
Based on the participants’ feedback, it is recommended that more time be 
allocated to couple and group activities. Although people want to learn about marriage 
enrichment, the evaluation also suggested that they also want to take advantage of talking 
about their relationship with their spouse, so solutions to problems may be settled at once. 
The activities help couples to end the seminar with a clear step-by-step plan to enrich 
their marriage. If this is not done during the seminar, there is not warranty that they will 
do it later. 
Also, it is suggested that the program may be extended to other churches in the 
area as well as to the community. In this way, the project may be used as a means to 
contribute positively to the community, which may result in further encouragement to 
attend to future church events. 
 94 
REFERENCE LIST 
Adams, J. E. (1980). Marriage, divorce, and remarriage in the Bible. Grand Rapids, MI: 
Zondervan. 
Arnold, B. T. (1998). Encountering the book of Genesis. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker. 
Augsburger, D. W. (2009). Caring enough to confront: How to understand and express 
your deepest feelings toward others (3rd ed.). Ventura, CA: Regal. 
Balswick, J. O., & Balswick, J. K. (2007). The family: A Christian perspective on the 
contemporary home (3rd ed.). Grand Rapids, MI: Baker  
Barth, M. (1974). Ephesians 4-6. Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 
Bergmann, U. (1997). רזע ʿzr to help. In E. Jenni & C. Westermann (Eds.), Theological 
lexicon of the Old Testament (pp. 872-874). Peabody, MA: Hendrickson. 
Best, E. (1998). A critical and exegetical commentary on Ephesians. London, England: 
Clark. 
Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1964). The managerial grid: Key orientations for 
achieving production through people. Houston, TX: Gulf. 
Blass, F., Debrunner, A., & Funk, R. W. (2000). A Greek grammar of the New Testament 
and other early Christian literature (3rd ed.). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 
Bremer, P. L. (1979). Help. In G. W. Bromiley (Ed.), The international standard Bible 
encyclopedia (Rev. ed.). Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans. 
Bus, D. M., Abbott, M., & Angleitner, A. (1990). International preferences in selecting 
mates: A study of 37 cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 21, 5-47.  
Canary, D. J., & Stafford, L. (1992). Relational maintenance strategies and equity in 
marriage. Communication Monographs, 59(243-265).  
Cassuto, U. (1961). A commentary on the book of Genesis: Part 1, from Adam to Noah 
(Genesis i/vi 8) (I. Abrahams, Trans. Vol. 1). Jerusalem, Israel: Magnes. 
 95 
Charles, R. H. (1913). The apocrypha and pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament. Oxford, 
London, England: Clarendon. 
Cherlin, A. J. (2004). The deinstitutionalization of American marriage. Journal of 
Marriage and Family, 66(4), 848-861.  
Collins, C. J. (2006). Genesis 1-4: A linguistic, literary, and theological commentary. 
Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R. 
Conzelmann, H. (1975). 1 Corinthians. Philadelphia, PA: Fortress. 
Davidson, R. M. (2007). Flame of Yahweh: Sexuality in the Old Testament. Peabody, 
MA: Hendrickson. 
Davies, W. D., & Allison, D. C. (2004). A critical and exegetical commentary on the 
gospel according to saint Matthew. London, England: Clark. 
Deal, R. L. and D. H. Olson. The remarriage checkup: Tools to help your marriage last a 
lifetime. Bloomington, MN: Bethany, 2011. 
Defrain, J. (1999). Strong families around the world. Family Matters: Australian Institute 
of Family Studies, 53(Winter), 6-13.  
DeFrain, J. (2007). Family treasures: Creating strong families. Lincoln, NE: iUniverse. 
DeGenova, M. K., Rice, F. P., Stinnett, N., & Stinnett, N. M. (2011). Intimate 
relationships, marriages & families (8th ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
Descutner, C. J., & Thelen, M. H. (1991). Development and validation of a fear-of-
intimacy scale. Psychological Assessment, 3(2), 218-225.  
Dion, K. K., & Dion, K. L. (1993). Individualistic and collectivistic perspectives on 
gender and the cultural context of love and intimacy. The Journal of Social Issues, 
49(3), 53-69.  
Dion, K. K., & Dion, K. L. (1996). Cultural perspective on romantic love. Personal 
Relationships, 3, 5-17.  
Eisenberg, J., & Scolnic, E. (2006). Dictionary of Jewish words (Rev. ed.). Philadelphia, 
PA: Jewish Publication Society. 
Emmers, T. M., & Canary, D. J. (1996). The effect of uncertainty reducing strategies on 
young couples’ relational repair and intimacy. Communication Quarterly, 44(2), 
166-182.  
 96 
Fee, G. D. (2014). The first epistle to the Corinthians (Rev. ed.). Grand Rapids, MI: 
Eerdmans. 
Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. (1999). Conflict in marriage: Implications for working 
with couples. Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 47-77.  
Fisher, R., Ury, W., & Patton, B. (2011). Getting to yes: Negotiating agreement without 
giving in (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Penguin. 
Foh, S. T. (1975). What is the woman’s desire. Westminster Theological Journal, 37(3), 
376-383.  
France, R. T. (2007). The gospel of Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans. 
Fustenberg, F. F. (1990). Divorce and the American family. American Review of 
Sociology, 16, 379-403.  
Futris, T. D., Barton, A. W., Aholou, T. M., & Seponski, D. M. (2011). The impact of 
prepare on engaged couples: Variations by delivery format. Journal of Couple & 
Relationship Therapy, 10, 69-86. 
Garland, D. R. (1999). Family ministry: A comprehensive guide. Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity. 
Garrett, Duane (2004). Song of Songs/Lamentations. Dallas, TX: Word. 
Hagner, D. A. (1993). Matthew 14-28. Dallas, TX: Word. 
Hamilton, V. P. (1990). The book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17. Grand Rapids, MI: 
Eerdmans. 
Harman, A. M. (1998). רַזָע (ʿāzar). In W. VanGemeren (Ed.), New international 
dictionary of Old Testament theology & exegesis (Vol. 3, pp. 378-379). Grand 
Rapids, MI: Zondervan. 
Hasel, G. F. (1975). Equality from the start: Woman in the creation story. Spectrum, 7(2), 
21-28.  
Hener, G. (2010). Communication and conflict management in local public organizations. 
Transylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences, 30(5), 132-141.  
Hess, R. S. (2003). Adam. In T. D. Alexander & D. W. Baker (Eds.), Dictionary of the 
Old Testament: Pentateuch (pp. 18-21). Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity. 
Hetherington, E. M., & Kelly, J. (2002). For better or for worse: Divorce reconsidered. 
New York, NY: Norton. 
 97 
Hook, M. K., Gerstein, L. H., Detterich, L., & Gridley, B. (2003). How close are we? 
Measuring intimacy and examining gender differences. Journal of Counseling 
and Development, 81(4), 462-472.  
Josephus, F. (trans. 1987). The works of Josephus: Complete and unabridged (W. 
Whiston, Trans. New updated ed.). Peabody, MA: Hendrickson. 
Kaplan, K. J., Schwartz, M. W., & Markus-Kaplan, M. (1984). The family: Biblical and 
psychological foundations. Journal of Psychology and Judaism, 8(2).  
Keener, C. S. (1991). And marries another: Divorce and remarriage in the teaching of 
the New Testament. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson. 
Keener, C. S. (1992). Paul, women & wives: Marriage and women’s ministry in the 
letters of Paul. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson. 
Lederer, W. J., & Jackson, D. D. (1968). The mirages of marriage. New York, NY: 
Norton. 
Luz, U. (2001). Matthew 8-20: A commentary. Minneapolis, MN: Fortress. 
Mathews, K. A. (1996). Genesis 1-11:26. Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman. 
Miletic, S. F. (1988). “One flesh”: Eph. 5.22-24, 5.31: Marriage and the new creation. 
Roma, Italy: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico. 
Miller, R. S., & Lefcourt, H. M. (1982). The assessment of social intimacy. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 46(5), 514-518.  
Morris, L. (1985). 1 Corinthians: An introduction and commentary. Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity. 
Napier, A. Y. (1999). Experiential approaches to creating the intimate marriage. In J. 
Carlson & L. Sperry (Eds.), The intimate couple (pp. 298-327). New York, NY: 
Brunner/Mazel. 
Neusner, J. (1988). The Mishnah: A new translation. New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press. 
Nicholson, J. H. (2015). Intimacy and family communication. In L. H. Turner & R. L. 
West (Eds.), The sage handbook of family communication (2nd. ed.). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Nock, S. L. (2001). The marriages of equally dependent spouses. Journal of Family 
Issues, 22(6), 755-775.  
 98 
Northouse, P. G. (2015). Introduction to leadership: Concepts and practice (Third 
Edition. ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
O’Brien, P. T. (1999). The letter to the Ephesians. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans. 
Olson, D. H. (2000). Circumplex model of marital and family systems. Journal of Family 
Therapy, 22(2), 144-167.  
Olson, D. H. (2011). Faces IV and the circumplex model: Validation study. Journal of 
Marital and Family Therapy, 37(1), 64-80.  
Olson, D. H., DeFrain, J. D., & Skogrand, L. (2014). Marriages and families: Intimacy, 
diversity, and strengths (8th ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
Olson, D. H., & Fowers, B. J. (1993). Five types of marriage: An empirical typology 
based on enrich. The Family Journal, 1(3), 196-207.  
Olson, D. H., & Gorall, D. M. (2003). Circumplex model of marital & family systems. In 
F. Walsh (Ed.), Normal family processes (3rd. ed., pp. 514-547). New York, NY: 
Guilford. 
Olson, D. H., McCubbin, H. L., Barnes, H., Larsen, A., Muxen, M., & Wilson, M. 
(1983). Families: What makes them work. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Olson, D. H., McCubbin, H. L., Barnes, H., Larsen, A., Muxen, M., & Wilson, M. 
(1989). Families: What makes them work (Updated ed.). Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage. 
Orr, W. F., & Walther, J. A. (1976). 1 Corinthians: A new translation. Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday. 
Ortlund, R. C., Jr. (2000). Man and woman. In T. D. Alexander & B. S. Rosner (Eds.), 
New dictionary of biblical theology. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity. 
Philo. (trans. 1993). The works of Philo: Complete and unabridged (C. D. Yonge, Trans. 
New updated ed.). Peabody, MA: Hendrickson. 
Prager, K. J. (1999). The intimacy dilemma: A guide for couples therapists. In J. Carlson 
& L. Sperry (Eds.), The intimate couple (pp. 109-157.). New York, NY: 
Brunner/Mazel. 
Pruitt, D. G. (1983). Strategic choice in negotiation. American Behavioral Scientist, 
27(2), 167-194.  
 
 99 
Putnam, L. L. (2013). Definition and approaches to conflict and communication. In J. G. 
Oetzel & S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The sage handbook of conflict communication: 
Integrating theory, research, and practice (2nd ed., pp. 1-40). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 
Putnam, L. L., & Wilson, C. E. (1982). Communicative strategies in organizational 
conflicts: Reliability and validity of a measurement scale. In M. Burgoon (Ed.), 
Communication yearbook, 6 (pp. 629-652). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Rad, G. v. (1972). Genesis: A commentary (Rev. ed.). Philadelphia, PA: Westminster. 
Rahim, M. A. (1983). A measure of styles of handling interpersonal conflict. Academy of 
Management Journal, 26(2), 368-376.  
Rock, C. B. (2000). Marriage and family. In R. Dederen (Ed.), Handbook of Seventh-day 
Adventist theology (pp. xxiv, 1027). Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald. 
Sahlin, M. (2010). Adventist families in North America. Milton-Freewater, OR: Center 
for Creative Ministry. 
Sailhamer, J. (1992). The Pentateuch as narrative: A biblical-theological commentary. 
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan. 
Sarna, N. M. (1989). Genesis: The traditional Hebrew text with new JPS translation. 
Philadelphia, PA: Jewish Publication Society. 
Schaefer, M. T., & Olson, D. H. (1981). Assessing intimacy: The pair inventory. Journal 
of Marital and Family Therapy, 7(1), 47-60.  
Schnarch, D. M. (1997). Passionate marriage: Love, sex, and intimacy in emotionally 
committed relationships. New York, NY: Norton. 
Schultz, C. (1980). רַזָע (ʿāzar) i, help, support. In R. L. Harris, G. L. Archer & B. K. 
Waltke (Eds.), Theological wordbook of the Old Testament (pp. 660-661). 
Chicago, IL: Moody. 
Sell, C. M. (1995). Family ministry (2nd ed.). Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan. 
Siegert, J., & Stamp, G. H. (1994). “Our first big fight” as a milestone in the development 
of close relationships. Communication Monographs, 61(4), 345-360.  
Skinner, J. (1910). A critical and exegetical commentary on genesis. New York, NY: 
Scribner. 
 100 
Sprinkle, J. M. (2003). Sexuality, sexual ethics. In T. D. Alexander & D. W. Baker 
(Eds.), Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch (pp. 741-753). Downers 
Grove, IL: InterVarsity. 
Stinnett, N., & DeFrain, J. D. (1985). Secrets of strong families. Boston, MA: Little, 
Brown. 
Stinnett, N., Stinnett, N., Beam, J., & Beam, A. (2008). Fantastic families: 6 proven steps 
to building a strong family. New York, NY: Howard. 
Stone, L. (1988). Passionate attachments in the west in historical perspective. In W. 
Gaylin & E. Person (Eds.), Passionate attachments: Thinking about love (pp. 15-
40). New York, NY: Free. 
Stuart, D. K. (2006). Exodus. Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman. 
Terkelson, K. G. (1980). Toward a theory of the family life cycle. In E. A. Carter & M. 
McGoldrick (Eds.), The changing family life cycle (2nd ed., pp. 21-52). New 
York, NY: Gardner. 
Thomas, K. W. (1976). Conflict and conflict management. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.), 
Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 889-935). Chicago, 
IL: Rand McNally. 
Tjosvold, D. (1990). The goal interdependence approach to communication in conflict: 
An organizational study. In M. A. Rahim (Ed.), Theory and research in conflict 
management (pp. 15-27). New York, NY: Praeger. 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). Housing Characteristic: 2010. Retrieved from 
https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-07.pdf 
Wallerstein, J. S., & Blakeslee, S. (1995). The good marriage: How and why love lasts. 
New York, NY: Warner. 
Walton, J. H. (1989). Ancient Israelite literature in its cultural context: A survey of 
parallels between biblical and ancient Near Eastern texts. Grand Rapids, MI: 
Zondervan. 
Walton, J. H. (2001). Genesis. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan. 
Wenham, G. J. (1987). Genesis 1-15. Waco, TX.: Word. 
Wenham, G. J. (2003). Family in the Pentateuch. In R. S. Hess & M. D. Carroll R. (Eds.), 
Family in the Bible: Exploring customs, culture, and context (pp. 17-31). Grand 
Rapids, MI: Baker. 
 101 
Westermann, C. (1994). Genesis 1-11: A continental commentary. Minneapolis, MN: 
Fortress. 
White, E. G. (1872-1875). Testimonies for the church (Vol. 3). Washington, D.C.: 
Review and Herald. 
White, E. G. (1890). Patriarchs and prophets. Washington, D.C.: Review and Herald. 
White, E. G. (1896). Thoughts from the mount of blessing. Washington, D.C.: Review 
and Herald. 
White, E. G. (1990). Manuscript releases (Vol. 11). Silver Spring, MD: Review and 
Herald. 
White, E. G. (1993). Manuscript releases (Vol. 21). Silver Spring, MD: Review and 
Herald. 
Wilcox, W. B., & Nock, S. L. (2006). What’s love got to do with it? Equality, equity, 
commitment and women’s marital quality. Social Forces, 84(3), 1321-1345.  
Wilmot, W. W. (1995). Relational communication. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
Wilmot, W. W., & Hocker, J. L. (2014). Interpersonal conflict (9th ed.). New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill. 
Wynne, L. C. (1984). The epigenesis of relational systems: A model for understanding 
family development. Family Process, 23(3), 297-318.  
 102 
VITA 
 
 
Name: Ronald Rojas 
 
Date of Birth: September 7, 1982 
 
Place of Birth: Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic 
 
Married: February 15, 2005 to Jenny Rojas 
 
Children: Jedidiah (2007) and Esther (2010) 
 
 
Education: 
 
1986–2000       Metropolitan Adventist Academy  
 
2000–2006       Bachelor of Arts in Theology, Dominican Adventist University 
 
2009–2011      Master in Arts in Pastoral Ministry, Seventh-day Adventist Theological  
        Seminary, Andrews University 
 
2010–2015 Doctor of Ministry with Emphasis in Family Life, Seventh-day 
Adventist Theological Seminary, Andrews University 
 
 
Work Experience: 
 
2010–2011      Pastor - Genesis Spanish SDA Church, Orlando, FL, U.S.A. 
 
2005–2010       Pastor - Port Charlotte Spanish SDA Church, Port Charlotte, FL, U.S.A  
 
2004–2005      Associate Pastor - Genesis Spanish SDA Church, Orlando, FL, U.S.A. 
 
 103 
 
